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A fisherman on an island off the coast of Maine
confronted with the proposal that his church join its
neighbor over the way said, "Wa-a-11, I don't know
whether we kin do thet or not. They sing three hymns,
and we sing only two'" �Willard L. Sperry
I take it that no one branch of the church can say
to any other, "I have no need of thee." �Joseph H. Smith,
addressing the holiness movement in 19l6.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
The waves of influence issuing from the life of John Wesley have radiated
out to touch many aspects of world history in the past two hundred years.
One of these influences has been the wave of holiness teaching in Amer
ica which has rolled down the years of the past century and today finds its main
vitality in nearly a dozen small denominations which officially adhere to and teach
the doctrine of entire sanctification as taught by Wesley.
The fact that the Wesleyan holiness witness is thus fragmented in America
today is, essentially, the problem with which this thesis deals. The general title
of this thesis, "Unity and the Holiness Churches," suggests the broadest reaches of
this study. More specifically, however, this thesis purports to be "A Study of
Moves Toward Unity among Selected American Protestant Denominations Affiliated
with the National Holiness Association."
1. DEFINITION OF THE PROBLEM
It is the intention of this study to deal with denominations which are com
mitted io and which promote the doctrine of entire sanctification as taught by John
Wesley� in other words, denominations which rather closely adhere to what is
commonly called Wesleyan-Amiinian theology. In view of the rather large group
of denominations which consider themselves in some sense holiness or Wesleyan
groups, for this study some limiting factor was required. Affiliation with the Na^
2tional Holiness Association was chosen as this limiting factor for the following
reasons:
1. Affiliation with NHA is on the basis of a commitment to the Wesleyan
interpretation of entire sanctification and further assumes an active promotion of
the doctrine;
2. There is therefore a significant doctrinal agreement among these
denominations;
3, in recent years the NHA has been serving as an agent to promote
unity among the affiliated denomlnationso
Denominations now affiliate members of the National Holiness Association
are:
Brethren in Christ
Churches of Christ in Christian Union
Evangelical Methodist Church
Free Methodist Church
Holiness Christian Church
Ohio Yearly Meeting of Friends
Pilgrim Holiness Church
Rocky Mpuntain Yearly Meeting of Friends
Solvation Army
Wesleyan Methodist Church
United Missionary Church
Pacific Northwest Conference of the Evangelical United Brethren Church ^
Several Holiness denominations are not members of the National Holiness
Association, most notably the Church of the Nazarene.
This study is thus concerned with the holiness churches, and especially
'National Holiness Association, "Officers, National Holiness Association,
1965-66, " Marion, Indiana, n, d. (mimeographed).
3with those denominations affiliated with the National Holiness Association. Fur
ther, from the NHA denominations five have been selected to receive especial
study: the Free Methodist, Wesleyan Methodist, Pilgrim Holiness, Evangelical
Methodist, and United Missionary churches. These have been selected because
they have fairly recently been engaged in merger negotiations.
This study, then^attempts to investigate moves toward unity (1) among
the holiness churches of America generally, (2) but primarily among the denomi
nations affiliated with the NHA, and especially (3) involving five denominations
which have attempted merger in comparatively recent years.
II, APPROACH TO THE PROBLEM
Three possible approaches to the problem of unity and the holiness churches
were considered by the writer. One possibility would have been to make an ex
clusively historical study. Another would have been to make a concentrated study
of one or two specific merger attempts. A third approach would have been to study
the similarities and differences of the holiness churches, making an attempt to find
common ground for greater unity.
The last approach was eventually ruled out because, in the opinion of this
writer, such a study would be superficial without a prior thorough investigation of
the larger issues involved in this matter. The strictly historical approach was ruled
out because of the writer's desire to deal with the problem from a contemporary
perspective. The second approach, that of limiting the study to specific merger
attempts, was not considered wholly satisfactory because without historical per-
4spective it would be shallow; also because of the writer's desire to set this whole
matter in the largest possible perspective.
The approach decided upon was one which would study three specific
merger attempts, but would set these in the perspective of the history of the holi
ness movement and in the perspective of the larger question of church unity today.
In the opinion of the writer, this approach is justified because (1) no
previous studies have been done which treat unity and the holiness churches in such
broad perspective, and (2) such a broad study is needed as a foundation for further
studies, such as studies of specific problems involved in merging holiness churches.
III. PURPOSES OF THIS STUDY
In harmony with the approach outlined above, the purposes of this study
are:
1, To survey past and present moves toward unity within the holiness
churches (Chqsters II and III);
2. To investigate and analyze specific merger negotiations between
certain holiness denominations (Chapters IV, V, and VI);
3. To identify and analyze those factors which work against unity among
the holiness churches (primarily Chapter VII);
4. To set the problem of unity and the holiness churches in the larger
church unity perspective (Chapter VIII);
5, To draw some conclusions concerning the foregoing matters (Chapter IX);
6. To identify areas where further study is needed (Chapter X).
5IV. THE SCOPE OF THIS STUDY
A glance at the table of contents reveals this study is rather broad in
scope. This breadth has been deliberate. Since this is ih a sense a pioneer study,
it was considered more profitable to view the question at hand broadly, at what
ever necessary sacrifice to depth. Therefore the following observations concerning
the scope of this study are pertinent:
1, The historical survey presented in Chapter II is not intended to be ex
haustive. This is an attempt to see the history of the holiness movement from the
perspective of this study, not to fully document the history of the holiness churches.
2, The studies of merger attempts included herein are not complete. As
will be noted in the text, there are aspects of these merger attempts which could
well be studied at much greater length.
3. The writer considers the conclusions arrived at in this study as tenta
tive. It is not supposed that the conclusions suggested have been "proved," Rather
these are, in the writer's evaluation, the conclusions to which such evidence as is
presented herein seems to be pointing. Each conclusion should in itself be con
sidered an invitation to further investigation.
V. THE PROCEDURE FOLLOWED IN THIS STUDY
The investigation for this study has been carried out according to the fol
lowing procedure:
1. A questionnaire was prepared and sent to two officials of each of the
6denominations affiliated with the NHA. In cases where these were not returned
a questionnaire was later sent to a third official. In this way questionnaire re
sponses were received from all but one of the NHA denominations. Through this
questionnaire the present extent of unity and cooperation among the holiness
churches was ascertained. It was on the basis of these questionnaire responses that
the merger negotiations to be studied in detail were selected. A sample of this
questionnaire is included as Appendix A,
2. The official organs of the denominations which had participated in the
mergers studied herein were reviewed for the years in which merger was under con
sideration. This involved reviewing the following publications for the years indi
cated:
The Free Methodist - 1943-56
The Wesleyan Methodist - 1943-66
Pilgrim Holiness Advocate - 1955-66
Voice of Evangelical Methodism - 1960-66
Gospel Banner - 1960-66
This review provided a large amount of the material concerning merger
negotiations presented in Chapters IV, V, and VI, as well as some of the material
for Chapter VIII, "The Holiness Churches and the Larger Ecumenical Perspective."
3, Primarily through a number of personal letters an attempt was made to
locate unpublished materials relating to merger negotiations. This attempt was not
entirely successful, but considerable material, especially concerning the Free Meth
odist - Wesleyan Methodist negotiations, was located. Denominational officials
7were understably reluctant to allow access to materials concerning merger nego
tiations which ore still pending.
4, Answers to a number of questions which came to light in the study of
merger negotiations were requested and received from several denominational offi
cials and former officials, and these proved very helpful.
5. Available denominational materials, particularly official histories,
disciplines, and manuals, were utilized and contributed significantly to various
parts of this study,
6, Several publications relating to the history of the holiness movement,
in addition to denominational histories, were reviewed for their contribution to
Qiapter II.
7. For perspective, general reading on the ecumenical movement and on
denominational ism was carried on during the course of the other aspects of this in
vestigation. This was especially helpful in writing Chapters II and VIII.
8. Various other miscellaneous materials, some sought and some unsought,
have come to the attention of the writer during the course of his investigation and
have been utilized where appropriate,
VI. THE DISTINCTIVENESS OF THIS STUDY
So far OS the present writer has been able to determine, no study such as
this has ever been attempted. The only remotely similar study is a master's thesis
done at Butler University in 1960 by Chester Wilkins entitled, "A Review of the
Recently Proposed Union of the Wesleyan Methodist Church and the Pilgrim Holi-
8ness Church. While Wilkins gives a good review and analysis of the basic
issues in the Wesleyan-Pilgrim merger negotiations, his scope is more limited than
that of the present study. Also his consideration of some of the issues involved in
this merger attempt is more detailed than is presented here (Chapter VI). There is,
however, no significant overlapping of the two studies.
VII. DEFINITION OF TERMS
Definitions of several terms frequently used herein and the use of certain
abbreviations and shortened forms need to be given.
Sect
The term "sect" is used to refer to any religious organization which arose
as a result of a schism within a larger body and which, in reaction to circumstances
within the parent group, emphasized, at least at first, certain characteristics more
or less peculiar to itself.
In this sense all the present-day holiness denominations may be described
as sects, or at least as having been sects when they were first organized. It should
be clearly understood that the term is never used in this study in a necessarily de
rogatory or critical sense, nor is the term synonymous with the term "cult."
Church
This term is not used in any specialized sense herein except when con-
Chester Wilkins, "A Review of the Recently Proposed Union of the Wes
9trasted with "sect," in which case it indicates a type of religious organization at
the opposite extreme from the sect-type. Ordinarily the term is used in its usual
range of senses, as determined by context, and frequently is used synonymously
with the word "denomination," The word is capitalized only when it is part of a
denominational name or when it refers to the one true Church, the Body of Christ.
Denomination
A "denomination" is not considered in this study to be a type of religious
organization distinct from a "sect" or a "church," Any established, organized,
independent religious society maintaining its own ministry and its own local church
es is considered to be a denomination.
Holiness, Holiness Church
Although the terms in other contexts may have different meanings or con
notations, in this study "holiness" has reference to the doctrine of entire sanctifica
tion as taught by John Wesley, and a "holiness church" is one which adheres to and
promotes this doctrine.
Abbreviations and Shortened Forms
To conserve space and make the text more readable, the names of the hol
iness denominations and of the National Holiness Association will be abbreviated
occasionally in this study by using initials�as, for example, NHA, WM, DM for
leyan Methodist Church and the Pilgrim Holiness Church" (unpublished master's
thesis; Butler University, Indianapolis, Indiana, 1960).
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National Holiness Association, Wesleyan Methodist, United Missionary. These are
used sparingly and only in contexts where there is little danger of confusion. Such
a practice is especially helpful in referring to merger negotiations and finds a pre
cedent in the cose studies included in Ehrenstrom and Muelder, Institutionalism and
Church Unity.
Also for ease in reading, certain cumbersome phrases are shortened to
more readable fonns when they are repeatedly used. In particular, the phrase
"NHA denomination" is frequently used to refer to denominations affiliated with
the Notional Holiness Association, and in referring to merger negotiations short
ened forms of the denominational names are often used, as, for example,
"Wesleyan-Pilgrim" for "Wesleyan Methodist - Pilgrim Holiness."
^Nils Ehrenstrom and Walter G. Muelder (eds.), Institutionalism and
Church Unity (New York: Association Press, 1963), 378 pp.
CHAPTER II
HISTORY OF THE HOLINESS MOVEMENT
The history of the holiness movement in the United States�and particular
ly of the present day denominations which are an outgrowth of the movement�is a
fascinating study, and as complicated as it is fascinatingo Unraveling the inter
twining strands of denominational histories reveals that no denomination was born
in a vacuum, and to some extent the history of any one of these denominations is
the history of the others.
It is not possible, nor the intention, to give here a full account of the
history of the holiness movement. On the other hand, the story of unity among
holiness churches inevitably runs bock into the history of the movement. Thus it
was felt to be essential to trace the history of the movement with particular refer
ence to the matter of cooperation and unity.
This, then, is a brief history of the holiness movement from the perspective
of this paper. Since five specific holiness denominations are given particular at
tention in this paper by virtue of merger negotiations in which they have participa
ted, the origins of these churches will especially be noted here.
Inasmuch as the historical rootage of holiness denominations is inseparably
related to the questions of sectarianism, denominationalism, and related problems of
ecclesiology, some consideration is given here to the church-sect distinction as set
forth by Ernst Troeltsch and elaborated with reference to the American scene by Lis
ten Pope and H. Richard Niebuhr, This emphasis is the more essential because church
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and sect, schism and union, ore in essence parts of the same whole. Schisms are
often the precursors of union, as will be seen, and what to one man is a move
toward unity may to another seem divisive.
While specific periods of years have been suggested in the subheading of
this chapter, these are not intended as rigid or mutually exclusive. Indeed, some
overlapping will be seen in the use of the dates. The dates serve only to indicate,
in a general sort of way, temporal periods into which the material in each section
falls.
I. CHURCH, SECT, AND ASSOCIATION
Institutionally, the history of the holiness movement involves established
and recognized churches, newly arising sects, and, in some sense mediating be
tween these two, independent holiness associations.
Church and Sect
Ernst Troeltsch, in his monumental Social Teachings of the Christian
Churches, makes a distinction between Christian religious bodies, using the ternis
"church-type" and "sect-type.".
^ While the distinction was originally made with
reference to medieval Roman Catholicism, it is useful also to American Protestant
religious history.
According to Troeltsch the church, as contrasted with the sect, is charac-
1 Ernst Troel tsch , The Social Teachings of the Christian Churches, trans
Olive Wyon (New York: The Macmillan Company, 1949), I, 331-343.
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terized by inclusiveness, social conservatism, and identification with the estab
lished order. The sect, on the other hand, tends to be exclusive, opposed to and
set apart from the existing order, and highly individualistic. Says Troeltsch:
The essence of the Church is its objective institutional character.
The individual is born into it, and through infant baptism he comes under
its miraculous influence... , The one vitally important thing is that
every individual should come within the range of the influence of these
saving energies of grace, ... on the other hand, her stability is entirely
unaffected by the fact of the extent to which her influence over all in
dividuals is actually attained.^
But the sect is different from this. Individuals are not bom into the sect,
but join of their own free will. Each individual has his place of importance and
responsibility. There is an intense and exclusive inter-personal fellowship which
is basic. Its only universal emphasis is eschatalogical; in this life it maintains an
exclusiveness which demands exacting personal loyalty and effort and frowns upon
extra-sect forms of fellowship and association. Thus the sect "gathers a select
1 3
group of the elect, and places it in sharp opposition to the world.
"
Troeltsch described the sect as maintaining an asceticism which
. o . is expressed in the refusal to use the law, to swear in a court of
justice, to own property, to exercise dominion over others, or to take
part in war. ... In all things the ideal of the sects is essentially . . .
a union of love which is not affected by the social inequalities and
struggles of the world. ^
The sect aspires after personal inward perfection and strong group cohe-
siveness. In the nature of the case, therefore, sects tend to be small. It follows
2|bid. , pp. 338-339. ^Ibid. , pp. 339-340.
Mh\6,, pp. 332-333.
also that, in contrast to the church, the sects "are connected with the lower
classes, or at least with those elements in Society which are opposed to the State
and to Society; they work upwards from below, and not downwards from above."
It should be observed that Troeltsch used neither the term "church" nor
the term "sect" in a necessarily derogatory sense. Indeed, while the customary
church (and thus majority) view regards the sects as "inferior side-issues, one
sided phenomena, exaggerations or abbreviations of ecclesiastical Christianity,"
yet generally the sects are called into existence by the shortcoming of the estab
lished churches. Thus, 'Very often in the so-called 'sects' it is precisely the es
sential elements of the Gospel which are fully expressed;.,."^ On the other
hand, the "passionate party polemics of the sects" fail to take into account legiti
mate reasons for the churches' lack of enthusiasm toward the sects. ^ Says Troeltsch,
The all important point is this that both types are a logical result of the
Gospel, and only conjointly do they exhaust the whole range of its
sociological influence, and thus also indirectly of its social results,
which are always connected with the religious organizations. ^
Church and Sect in America
In tracing the rise of denominations in America, H, Richard Niebuhr
made use of Troeltsch's church-sect classification in his Social Sources of Denomi
nationalism.^ Niebuhr, the soundness of whose book "in theory and application
^Ibid., p. 331, ^Ibid., pp. 333-334,
7|bid. , p. 334^ %id. , pp, 340-341.
9h. Richard Niebuhr, The Social Sources of Denominationalism (Cleve
land: The World Publishing Company, 1964 [Copyright 1929 ]).
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has been widely upheld, "^^ j^gld that sects arise among the lower classes and
then tend to rise to respectability, in the process taking on the characteristics of
churcheso Niebuhr explains.
Were spiritual energies to develop unchecked they would scarcely issue
in the fonnation of such denominations as now compose Christianity.
Religious energies are dammed up, confined to narrow channels, split
into parallel streams, by the non-religious distinctions and classifications
of Christians. The source of a religious movementy^ therefore, need not
be economic for its results to take on a definitely economic character.
On the other hand, economic conditions may supply the occasion for the
rise of a new religious movement without determining its religious
value. 1 1
The three most basic of these "non-religious distinctions and classifica
tions" on the Anerican scene, Niebuhr holds, have been sectionalism, the hetero-
1 2
geneity of on immigrant population, and the existence of two separate races.
Niebuhr documents the socio-economic rise of various American denomi
nations, showing that
...one phase of the history of denominationalism reveals itself as the
story of the religiously neglected poor, who fashion a new type of
Christianity which corresponds to their distinctive needs, who rise in
the economic scale under the influence of religious discipline, and
who, in the midst of a freshly acquired cultural respectability, neglect
the new poor succeeding them on the lower plane. This pattern recurs
with remarkable regularity in the history of Christianity. Anabaptists,
Quakers, Methodists, Salvation Army, and more recent sects of like
type illustrate this rise and progress of the churches of the disinherited.
lORobert Lee, The Social Sources of Church Unity (New York: Abing
don Press, 1960), p. 17.
I^Niebuhr, op.cit., pp. 27-28.
12|bid., p. 135. l^jbid., p. 28.
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One should not generalize that all sects necessarily fit this exact pattern.
That it holds fairly regularly among sects which arise among the poor, however,
Niebuhr has well documented.
In his study of Gaston County, North Carolina, Listen Pope has under
scored the way sects in time tend to become churches, Pope shows that
...the relation between the Church type and the sect type is to be inter
preted, broadly, in dynamic terms. Though many other factors underlie
its emergence, the sect arises as a schism from a parent ecclesiastical
body, either a Church or a previous sect. It then becomes a distinct and
independent type of religious organization but moves, if it survives, in
creasingly toward the Church type,
The sect, if and as it is successful in its evangelism, begins to strive for
greater effectiveness and influence. In the process it gradually accommodates to
the prevailing culture, making itself attractive to a greater number of people but
estranging itself from the group which it initially served.
Though at any given moment of transition the rising sect is associated
especially with one economic group, it does not necessarily carry that
group as it moves on. There is no indication that classes rise as classes
but there is proof that denominations do,
Church, Sect, and the Holiness Movement
A review of the history of the holiness movement in America suggests that
the behavior of the holiness sects has been essentially in line with sect characteris
tics and development as set forth by Troeltsch, Niebuhr, and Pope. As will be seen
'^Listen Pope, Millhands and Preachers,^ Study of Gastonia (New Haven:
Yale University Press, 1942), pp. 117-140.
^^Ibid., p. 118. ^^Ibid., p, 119.
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in the succeeding sections of this chapter, the behavioral pattern of the holiness
groups has been as follows:
Usually a new holiness sect comes into existence in reaction to some set
of circumstances in the parent church�doctrinal issues, social issues (for example,
slavery), oppressive church government, religious practices. In most cases the
preaching and practice of the doctrine of entire sanctification is an issue, but it
is not always the decisive one. Influencing these factors may be socio-economic
factors�for example, sects may arise in rural areas, which are generally more con
servative.
The new holiness sect, in reaction, tends toward opposite extremes on the
issues involved in its origin. If standards of personal conduct were neglected, the
sect will emphasize these; if episcopal oppression was an issue, the sect will adopt
a congregational polity. And it will emphasize holiness to the extent that doctrine
was an issue in its origin.
How great on extreme a new sect goes to depends, chiefly, on the serious
ness of the original conflict, the saneness and balance of the sect's leadership, the
cultural and educational level of the group, and probably other factors. In time,
however, the new sect begins a process of accommodation to the prevailing culture,
moving away from the original extreme to a more central position and toward a more
established ecclesiastical structure.
The extent to which the above factors can vary from situation to situation
should caution one, however, from generalizing that all holiness sects are always
alike. The holiness sects vary, chiefly in the following ways:
18
1. Doctrinal ly they are orthodox (in contrast to those sects which should
more properly be colled cults), but they may vary in their doctrinal emphasis, re
flecting the issues prominent at the time of origin.
2, Holiness sects vary In their non-doctrinal distinctives (the points at
which they react), again reflecting the issues involved in their origin.
3. Holiness sects vary in the extent of reaction, depending, as was noted
above, on the original conflict, leadership, cultural level, and other factors.
Thus two sects may emphasize the some matters, but to differing degrees.
4. Holiness sects vary in the rote of accommodation to the prevailing
culture.
These differences suggest part of the reason why holiness sects have not
united more frequently than they have. There are, of course, other differences
between the holiness groups, but the ones cited above appear most significant from
the standpoint of holiness denominations viewed as sects.
The Holiness Association
One final point should be noted in regard to the application of the church-
sect classifications to the holiness denominations. This has to do with the unique
role of the independent holiness association.
In contrast to the origin of most non-holiness sects, and largely as a result
of a continuing holiness emphasis within the Methodist Church, with the holiness
sects there was often a preliminary associational stage before the formation of the
sect. The controversy within the parent church was often not so great but that those
19
who professed holiness were hesitant to withdraw and form a new group. Often,
therefore independent, interdenominational holiness associations, local or regional,
were formed. These, at first, consisted largely of members of the established
churches, especially the Methodist Church, Frequently, however, the indepen
dent association became the basis for a new holiness sect, even against the wishes
of some of the leadership. This pattern will be noted in more detail in a later sec
tion of this chapter,
II. METHODIST SCHISMS, 1830-1860
The holiness revival within American Methodism, which flourished espe
cially between 1850 and 1900, provided the vitaliiy that eventually resulted in
most of the present-day holiness denominations, A not unrelated development,
however, was the rash of schisms which took place within the Methodist Episcopal
Church between 1830 and 1860. There were four such schisms, not counting the
division of the Methodist Protestant Church into northern and southern branches at
18
the time of the Civil War. These were:
1830 - Formation of the Methodist Protestant Church
1843 - Fonnation of the Wesleyan Methodist Church
l^lnfra, pp, 36-44,
'^Joseph Lo Allen, "The Methodist Union in the United States," Institu
tionalism and Church Unity, Nils Ehrenstrom and Walter G, Muelder, editors (New
York: Association Press, 1963), p. 278; Ira Ford McLeister and Roy S. Nicholson,
History of the Wesleyan Methodist Church of America (revised edition; Syracuse,
New York: The WesIey Press , 1 95 1 ) , pp , 27-29; Leslie R. Morston, From Age to^
Age A Living Witness (Winona Lake, Indiana: Ljght and Life Press, 1960), "^49 ff.
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1844 - Division of the Methodist Episcopal Church into northern and
southern branches
1860 - Formation of the Free Methodist Church
Joseph Lo Allen gives the following account of the formation of the Meth
odist Protestant Church, It is cited here because of the similarity of the issues to
those in later schisms.
In late 1827 a convention of reformers drew up an appeal to the next Gen
eral Conference, Their main request was for lay representation in the church
government. Moreover, they defended a member's right to trial by jury
within the church and his right to criticize freely the church's practices.
The 1828 General Conference only offered them assurance against further
expulsions and granted the dubious right to those already expelled to
return upon admission of their errors. Dissatisfied with the result, the
reformers made plans to withdraw from the denomination, and in 1830
there convened the first General Conference of the Methodist Protestant
Church, The new denomination adopted a Presbyterian polity with a
president instead of bishops and established equal representation for laymen
and clergy in church government,
The nature of the issues in this dispute, plus the fact that the same issues
were to arise later, indicate the dissatisfaction that must have existed in the Meth
odist Episcopal Church, particularly among the reforming element, with the episco
pal form of government as then operating.
The Wesleyan Methodist Church
The Wesleyan Methodist Church was formed in 1843, primarily from minis
ters and laymen who had left the Methodist fyiscopal Church over reasons similar to
those involved in the Methodist Protestant secession.
Allen, o�, cit, , p, 279,
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The principal difference with the Wesleyan Methodists was the primacy
of the slavery issue. From obout 1835 until 1843, and especially during the late
1830's, a battle raged in the Methodist conferences of New England and upper
New York, "testing whether the bishops could restrain the moral sentiment of their
church,.. Principals in the battle were the Reverend Orange Scott, an abo
litionist reformer-evangelist, and Bishop Elijah Hedding.^l
Scott, while serving as a presiding elder, had been active in stirring up
antislovery sentiment in the New England area. Apparently in retaliation. Bishop
Hedding transferred Scott from the Springfield to the Providence district, and even
tually removed him from the presiding eldership altogether.
Scott accepted appointment as pastor at Lowell, Massachusetts, where he
set about "to secure the outpouring of the Holy Spirit among the people" and so "to
bring all over to the cause of Christ, and the bleeding slave, "^^
This campaign was highly successful and, perhaps as a result, Scott the
next year became a full-time agent of the American Antislovery Society, still main
taining his Methodist membership. Scott's practice of arranging antislovery lectures
at the seat of Methodist conferences further antagonized Bishop Hedding, who was
nevertheless overwhelmingly defeated when he brought charges against Scott in the
1838 conference. When the bishops were able to tighten control over the situation,
^Timothy L. Smith, Revivalism and Social Reform in Mid"-Nineteenth
Century America (New York: Abingdon Press, 1957), p. 184.
21|bid, 22|b}d.
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Scott withdrew from the church. ^3
Scott's secession come in late 1842. Four other ministers withdrew about
the some time. Scott began publication of The True Wesleyan in which he printed
the following coll:
A Wesleyan Anti-Slavery Convention will be held in the Methodist
Church in Andover, Massachusetts, on Wednesday, the first day of
February, 1843, to commence at ten o'clock. A, M. The principal
object of the Convention is to discuss principles, pass resolutions, and
prepare for a grand rally in the Spring.
All, both ministers and laymen, who are in favor of the ultimate
formation of a Wesleyan Methodist Church, free from Episcopacy and
Slavery, ore invited to attend and become members of the Convention.24
This convention met as scheduled and in addition to passing twenty-one
antislovery resolutions colled for the organization of a new branch of Methodism,
25
Forty-three laymen and nine ministers attended.
In response to this coll for a new denomination, thirty-five ministers and
one hundred seventeen laymen met in late May and early June, 1843,
To form a Wesleyan Methodist Church. , .free from episcopacy and slav
ery, and embracing a system of itineracy under proper limitations and
restrictions, with such disciplinary regulations as are necessary to pre
serve and promote experimental and practical godliness, ^6
The new denomination was accordingly formed, and the first general con
ference was held the following year.
The specific antislovery pronouncement and the abandonment of episcopacy
Ibid., pp, 184-185,
�^McLeister and Nicholson, o�, cit, , p, 28.
25|bid., pp. 28-29 26|bid,, p. 31.
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were in keeping with the sectarian tendency to react at the points where there
hod been controversyo The mention of "experimental and practical godliness" in
dicates the doctrinal ly conservative nature of the founding group, but the omission
of any reference to entire sanctification suggests this doctrine was not an issue and
was doubtless token for granted. The 1844 general conference added an article on
entire sanctification, later ratified by the church, which "establishes the fact that
from its origin the Wesleyan Methodist Connection was a holiness Church, " though
not particularly self-consciously so at first, 27
This new sect was more congregational, as implied in the call to the
founding convention, than its parent body. This was reflected in the name chosen,
"The Wesleyan Methodist Connection." The Reverend Luther Lee, one of the
founders, commented on the name as follows:
All these Christian congregations, collectively, are not a Church. All
the Wesleyan Methodist churches in America ore not a Church, but being
connected by a central organization they are a connection of churches,
28
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McLeister and Nicholson, the denominational historians, comment on this
aspect of the new sect:
Viewed after the lapse of these many years, it seems to us the keen mind
of Luther Lee stumbled on this fundamental feature, and the denomination
was started on its way with a lock of cohesion and effective organization
for leadership that has been gradually but partially overcome. 29
This lack of sufficient central authority has plagued the denomination to
27|bid,, p. 34.
29|bid.
28|bid,, p, 38.
24
the present time and has become especially acute in recent years. Even so, the
denomination has survived with as great a measure of success as many another
small sect.
The non-episcopal, semi-congregational polity of the Wesleyan Metho
dists played no small port in the attempts of this group to merge, as will be noted
in succeeding chapters.
But was, in fact, the Wesleyan Methodist Connection a sect in those
early years�using "sect" in the sense in which Troeltsch, Niebuhr, and Pope used
it? Certainly it hod many of the sect-type characteristics in its reaction, emphasis
on individualism, opposition to slavery, and apparent emphasis on personal con
version. In his study of Gaston County, North Carolina, in 1938-39, Listen Pope
found the Wesleyan Methodists there belonged "definitely in the sect classification,"
30
although there hod been some movement in the direction of the church type. To
what extent the early Wesleyan Methodist Connection was originally a sect in the
classic sense, however, is a question deserving further study. It seems clear it was
not a sect in the most extreme Troeltschion sense; yet its reaction at the point of
polity was fairly complete. It seems safe to classify the group as a sect, though not
in as extreme a sense as might be true with some other holiness sects.
An abortive attempt, largely unofficial, was made between 1865 and 1867
to unite the Wesleyan Methodists and the Methodist Protestants. A convention was
held in Cleveland in June, 1865, called apparently without official sanction by any
30pope, c�, cit_, , p, 127,
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denomlnaHono According to McLeister and Nicholson, this gathering was attended
by fifty-six Methodist Protestants, sixty-three Wesleyan Methodist, two Free Meth
odists, and three representing independent churches. At this convention ground
work was laid for a convention later held in Cincinnati in 1866 and attended pri
marily by Methodist Protestants. Apparently a new denomination was eventually
formed as a result of these conventions, but there was never any serious official
intention on the port of the Wesleyons to unite with the Methodist Protestant
Church. 31
When it became obvious that the Wesleyan Methodists would not merge,
most of the Wesleyons who had worked on the proposal individually joined the new
group. Strangely enough two of the original founders of the Wesleyan Methodist
Connection who had favored the union proposal, Luther Lee and L. C, Matlock,
returned to the Methodist fyiscopol Church in 1866, Another who returned to the
M. E, Church was Cyrus Prindle, who as Connectionol Agent for the Wesleyan
Methodist Connection was one of the two chief denominational officers. Apparent
ly several local churches withdrew at this time, most joining other denominations
32
rather than the new one formed from the 1865-66 conventions.
Undoubtedly these problems help to explain why the Wesleyan Methodists
numbered only 16,100 in 1896, compared to 16,466 in 1848.'^'^
3lMcLeister and Nicholson, 0�. cit,, pp, 81-83, The Methodist Protes
tant Church hod divided into northern and southern branches by this time; it was
representatives from the northern branch who participated in these conventions,
32|bid., pp. 82-86. ^^Ibid,, pp, 57, 124,
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Even though the Wesleyan Methodist Connection (now Church) has moved
in the direction of the church type, as noted by Pope,^^ yet this movement has
been remarkably slow. Probably Paul Kindschi is right in saying "the church has
never taken up a new emphasis that was not present in at least a minor way in its
earliest period, and, in shifting emphases, it has never abandoned its commitment
to its historic convictions."
This slowness to travel from sect to church is probably not unrelated to the
slow growth (and, indeed, early decline) in membership. Pope notes that success
in gaining adherents is a factor which pushes toward accommodation. ^6 A group
which does not grow has little impulse to change�which is both good and bod.
Another factor accounting for the relative consistency of the Wesleyons
may be that they never set themselves as radically in opposition to the world as hove
some sects. Seemingly, the greater a sect reacts, the quicker it is to feel self-
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conscious about its reaction and move bock towards center.
This slowness to change, however, especially in polity, complicates the
present day unity problem,
34pope, o�^, ci_t,, pp. 126-127,
'^^Paul L, Kindschi, "The Organization Colled Wesleyan Methodist,"
The Wesleyan Methodist, CXVIII (March 22, 1961), p, 11,
"^^Pope, o�. cit. , p. 119.
"^^Cf, Lee, The Social Sources of Church Unity, pp. 196-199, where the
author discusses the Church of God/ Anderson, Indiana. (The word "center," as
used above, is intended to convey no idea that "center" is necessarily "right" or
"good.")
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The Free Methodist Church
The Free Methodist Church come into being at Pekin, New York, in 1860
by action of a convention of forty-five laymen and fifteen preachers. The coll for
the convention read as follows:
A convention will be held at Pekin, for the purpose of adopting a
Discipline for the Free Methodist Church, to commence at the close of
the camp meeting, August 23rd, All societies and bands that find it
necessary, in order to promote the prosperity and permanency of the
work of holiness, to organize a Free Church on the following basis, ore
invited to send delegates:
1, Doctrines and usages of primitive Methodism, such as the Wit
ness of the Spirit, Entire Sanctification as a state of grace distinct from
justification, attainable instantaneously by faith. Free seats, and con
gregational singing, without instrumental music in all coses; plainness
of dress,
2. An equal representation of ministers and members in all the
councils of the Church,
3. No sloveholding, and no connection with secret and oath
bound societies.
Each societv or bond will be entitled to send one delegate at least;
and on additional one for every forty members,
This call suggests some of the issues prominent in the action leading up to
the founding convention , and something of the early character of the sect.
The man most prominent in the events leading to the formation of the Free
Methodist Church was Benjamin Titus Roberts, a young Methodist minister who hod
hod considerable success in postering several churches in the Genesee Conference.
.A division in the conference had developed, going bock to the early 1850's, be
tween the group of ministers postering the larger city churches, particularly in the
"^^Morston, op, cit,, p, 253, This coll was published in The Earnest
Christian, I (August, 1860), p, 259~a paper edited by B. T, Roberts,
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Buffalo area, and a group of conservative ministers postering small town and rural
churches. The division involved, among other things, a debate over the doctrine
of entire sanctification. In on 1857 article in The Buffalo Advocate, the con
ference pcper which hod come to be controlled by the more liberal group of min
isters, entitled "Christianity a Religion of Beneficence Rather than of Devotion,"
justification and entire sanctification were held to be the some. Other articles of
a similar nature appeared, demonstrating that this particular group of ministers hod
departed for from Wesleyan doctrine.
In response to these articles, B. T. Roberts published on article entitled
"New School Methodism" in The Northern Independent, a religious news journal
devoted chiefly to slavery reform. This broadside at the controlling liberal group
in the conference was aimed chiefly at doctrine, experience, shallow worship,
lock of stewardship, and lock of plainness in dress. It was the occasion for Roberts'
being brought to church trial in 1857, convicted of "immoral and un-Christion con
duct," sent to a small rural church, and retried and expelled from the church in
1858 on the charge of republishing his "New School Methodism" in pamphlet form�
which, in fact, he did not do.^^ At his expulsion in 1858 he was 35 years of
oge."*^
39|bid_,, pp. 189-196, 573-578.
40 Ibid,, pp. 184-205,
41Clarence Howard Zohniser, Earnest Christian, Life and Work of
Benjamin Titus Roberts (Circleville, Ohio: Advocate Publishing House, 1957),
p. 11.
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Roberts, and other ministers with him who were active in evangelism and
holiness promotion, hod o considerable lay following in the conference. These
laymen persisted in attending independent holiness camp meetings and laymen's
conventions, and for this reason many were read out of the Methodist ^iscopol
Church, Out of these developments came the founding convention of 1860.42
It would be inaccurate to conclude that this schism occurred solely, or
probably even chiefly, over doctrinal issues. It appears that a schism was inevi
table, regardless of the issues. The division between the urban-liberal and rural-
conservative ministers was so deep that it could scarcely hove been healed. On
the one hand, the liberal group felt threatened because of the increasing effective
ness and popularity of Roberts and others; on the other hand, the closely-knit lib
eral group, bound together by widespread membership in the Masons, was increas
ingly violating what Roberts and his followers felt to be essential standards of
Christian and church life, Marston observes.
That Roberts' "New School Methodism" was not the primary issue,
but only the convenient occasion against him as a leader of the reform
party, seems clear from the fact that there were at this period other
criticisms of contemporary Methodism's worldly and unscripturol state as
severe as was Roberts' article.^
It is doubtless true thot conditions were not as degenerate in Methodism
generally at this time as they were in the Genesee Conference, This is probably
the reason some observers have felt Roberts' criticism of the church was too severe,^
42Marston, o�, cit,, pp, 207-218. ^\hi6, , p. 194,
4^Cf, Smith, Revivalism and Social Reform, p. 131.
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In conlrast to the origin of the Wesleyan Methodist Connection, the
question of episcopacy was not on issue in the formation of the Free Methodist
Church�OS the name "Church," rather than "Connection," suggests, Roberts felt
he and others were treated unfairly, but the source of this injustice was the annual
conference, not the bishop. Thus the reforms in the area of church government in
the new sect provided for equal lay representation in the annual conference, and
careful regulations governing church trials were included. But the new sect was
essentially episcopal, even though the title "general superintendent" rather than
"bishop" was employed.
There was at the beginning a rather strong element of radical separation
from the world which has persisted in the Free Methodist Church since her origin.
Rather specific standards concerning dress and entertainment hove only in recent
decoded received less emphasis, and prohibitions on instrumental music and the wed
ding ring persisted well into the twentieth century.
The gradual passing of these distinctives suggests both that the Free Meth
odist Church fits the sect-type and that it has been moving toward the church-type.
Probably it has moved farther along this continuum than has the Wesleyan Methodist
Church, But, the Free Methodists having started from perhaps a more extreme posi
tion (except in polity), there is not a great deal of difference In this respect between
the two groups at present,
Marston discusses this question, pointing out that
Free Methodism, as practically every religious movement, was more
concerned with its differences from other groups in its earlier than in its
later history. Accordingly it partook more of the nature of the sect-type
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then than it does now when the church seeks a basis of agreement with
other groups within the evangelical family. But even in the beginning
it was not fully the sect-type. This is suggested by its early deep con
cern for social, economic, and political issues. 45
Morston's suggestion that the Free Methodist Church may hove been only
a modified sect-type from the beginning is bolstered, he feels, by the fact that at
its origin the church
did not revolutionize the order of denominational existence its founding
leaders hod known in the larger group, but only modified Methodist
Episcopal government and drew more firmly certain of its principles that
it might more effectively continue that way of life which they had al
ways known, but which recent innovators had distorted. The reformers
neither claimed new revelations of truth nor sought to restore some
ancient form of allegedly "pure" Christianity. These considerations, we
suggest, tended to make a nonsectorian spirit compatible wilfi sect-type
firmness in doctrinal beliefs and standards of doily living. 46
In other words. Free Methodism from its origin has been a sect, but its
sectarian character has been only partial, found chiefly at the points where con
troversy centered at the time of origin.
As with the Wesleyan Methodists, rote of church growth may hove been a
factor in the rather slow sect-to-church movement of the Free Methodist Church.
Free Methodist growth, though comparatively steady, has not been phenomenal; at
no time has there been a dramatic influx of new members which might hove threat
ened the original character of the sect. During the first forty years (though not
particularly since then). Free Methodist growth was more rapid than that of the
Wesleyons, This may explain, in port, o slightly more rapid sect-to-church move-
45Marston, o�, cit, , p, 566, 46|bid,, p. 567,
ment by the Free Methodists than by the Wesleyons, 47
The Free Methodists have never been party to a major denominational
merger. A resolution was passed at the 1862 General Conference calling for mer
ger negotiations with Bible Christians of the United States, but apparently nothing
come of this. ^8
The schisms in the Methodist fyiscopal Church between 1830 and 1860,
therv produced two of the present-day holiness denominations, two sects very simi
lar in many ways though somewhat different in polity. They were, in their later
history, to engage in sustained attempts to unite as one body. These attempts ore
the subject of Chapter IV.
III. HOLINESS REVIVALISM, 1840-1910
In his insightful book Revivalism and Social Reform in Mid-Nineteenth-
Century America Timothy L. Smith, a Nazarene writer, observes that
...revival measures and perfectionist aspiration flourished increasingly
between 1840 and 1865 in all the major denominations�particularly in
the cities. And they drew together a constellation of ideas and customs
which ever since hove lighted the diverging paths of American Protestant
ism. ... For from disdaining earthly affairs, the evangelists ployed a key
role in the widespread attack upon slavery, poverty, and greed. They
thus helped prepare the way both in theory and in practice for what later
became known as the social gospel. 49
47See chart of denominational growth. Appendix C.
48wilson T. Hogue, History of the Free Methodist Church of North
America (Chicago; The Free Methodist Publishing House, 1915), I, 173.
49Smith, op. cit. , p. 8.
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This revival impulse, which in Methodist circles, especially, was a re
vival of the doctrine and experience of entire sanctification, was broader than any
particular theological slant. Smith notes that after 1839 Charles G, Finney
preached entire sanctification, although he was "never as clear or consistent" in
his teaching "as Methodkt theologians wonted" him to be.^^ Likewise, in 1858 the
Baptist evangelist A. B. Eorle professed sanctification and thereafter emphasized
the doctrine, which he colled "the rest of faith," in his preaching. 51
The revival of holiness within Methodism may, for convenience, be iden
tified with the beginning of the "Tuesday Meetings for the Promotion of Holiness"
which began in the home of Mrs. Sarah Lonkford of New York City in 1835, and
which exerted considerable influence within Methodism from 1840 onward for over
thirty years.
Mrs. Lonkford's sister was Mrs. Phoebe Palmer, who soon become the rec
ognized leader of the Tuesday Meetings, From 1840, Mrs. Palmer took full respon
sibility of the gatherings which met in her New York City home and opened its
53
fellowship to men as well as women.
Smith notes the remarkable influence of these meetings:
50Timothy L. Smith, Called Unto Holiness (Kansas City, Missouri: Naza
rene Publishing House, 1962), p. 11,
51|bid_., pp. n-12.
52Delbert R. Rose, A Theology of Christian Experience (Minneapolis:
Bethany Fellowship, 1965), pp. 32-34; Smith, CanedTTnto Holiness, p.
12.
^^Rose, o�. cit,, p, 34,
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Hundreds of Methodist preachers, including at least two bishops and
three who were later to hold that office, were sanctified. . . . The
Guide to Holiness, printed in Boston, publicized her work and served
as well to unite and inspire the clergymen great and small who shared
her concern, 54
As a result, soys Smith, ", , ,the Palmers and other holiness evangelists
were never in such demand at camp meetings and revivals as in the years just prior
to the Civil War. "55
By 1858 the holiness emphasis in the churches reached flood proportions,
and a great revival broke out. Spontaneous prayer meetings, special church ser
vices, and moss conversions numbering half o million marked that great year,56
Then come the war. At its close, the newly revived emphasis on holiness
persisted within Methodism, but the revival tide had subsided. The ideal of per
fection hod been stamped deep on Methodism by the revival, however, and was to
continue to hove its influence for half a century.
A basic factor in the continuing influence of the holiness doctrine in
Methodism was the support of a number of Methodist bishops. Bishop E, S. Janes
was o supporter of Mrs. Palmer, and four of the eight new bishops elected
at the
57
1872 general conference were holiness advocates.
This holiness impulse and the subsiding of the revival tide led to the for
mation of the Notional Camp-meeting Association for the Promotion of Christian
Holiness in 1867.58 Holiness revivalism continued within the major Methodist
54Smith , Called Unto Holiness, loc cit, ^^jbid.
56|bid., p. 11. 57|bid., p, 19. 58Rose, o�,_cit,, p, 52,
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churches up through the first decode of the twentieth century, primarily through
the agency of the national and newer regional and local holiness associations.
While this organized revivalism bore significant fruit, from the Civil War on true
spiritual revivals of holiness within Methodism apparently were confined to brief
periods of time in rather limited geographical areas.
In 1886 Bishop Willard MoHolieu claimed that then, more than at any
time in the history of the church, Methodists were seeking entire sanctification. ^9
But 0 full-scale debate over the doctrine was brewing, and in the late
1880's, for the first time, opponents of the doctrine openly admitted their depar
ture from Wesley in arguing against entire sanctification. The attack on the doc
trine by Methodist writers such as J. M. Bolond (The Problem of Methodism, 1888),
and the resultant full-fledged debate, worked for the decline of the spontaneous
holiness emphasis within Methodism.
Looking bock on the holiness movement, Joseph H, Smith, in 1916, noted
some of the fruits of the movement up to that time. Specifically he mentioned the
many holiness papers, of which he felt it was "...easily safe to estimate that every
week one hundred thousand. .. ore now circulated," and the many pew holiness
colleges, ". . .of which there are now probably o dozen in the land. To this we
would add several training schools for Christian workers.,.."^!
59Smith, Called Unto Holiness, p. 20. ^^Ibid., pp. 21, 42-47.
^1 Joseph H. Smith, Things Behind and Things Before in the Holiness
Movement (Chicago; Evangelistic Institute Press, 1916), pp. 8, 10.
Mention of these things indicates that by the early twentieth century the
holiness movement hod become largely institutionalized� in schools, publications,
holiness associations, and new denominations. Indeed, the question might be
raised whether it is strictly accurate to coll the holiness influence a "movement"
after 1900. At least by this time it hod for the most port become a movement that
flowed through tangible institutional structures, largely, no doubt, in response to
the attack levejgd on holiness from within Methodism itself.
(Interestingly, Joseph Smith chided the holiness movement in 1916 for
neglecting the Negroes in its ministry.^)
Holiness revivalism, then, spread as a spontaneous expression of spiritual
vrtolity from about 1840 to 1865, after which it continued, in a more deliberate,
more orthodox manner, to influence the Methodist and other churches up into the
early years of the twentieth century, gradually finding more permanent, institu
tional modes of expression.
IV. HOLINESS ASSOCIATIONS AND THE RISE OF
THE HOLINESS SECTS, 1867-1930
As the initial tide of holiness revival began to subside in the 1860's,
friends of holiness sought new ways of furthering the holiness witness. Most impor
tant of these new ways was probably the formation of what is today the National
62Cf. Timothy Smith, Colled Unto Holiness, pp. 46-47.
63
Joseph Smith, 0�. cit. , pp. 17-18.
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Holiness Association.
The NHA hod its beginning impulse with Rev. John A. Wood, a Metho
dist minister in New York State who became alarmed at the opposition to "the
doctrine and distinctive experience of entire sanctification" evident at some
Methodist camp meetings. ^''^ At the suggestion of Wood, John S. Inskip, and
others, a camp meeting for promoting holiness was held July 17-26, 1867, at Vine-
land, New Jersey. The sponsors of the camp, both ministers and laymen, instituted
"The Notional Comp-meeting Association for the Promotion of Christian Holiness. "65
Most of the present-day holiness denominations had not yet been formed; those
attending the camp were, primarily, ministers and laymen of established Protes
tant denominations. It is known, however, that B. T. Roberts, at this time Gen
eral Superintendent of the Free Methodist Church, attended this comp.^^
At this first camp meeting steps were token to continue the work. A
tweniy-one member committee was selected and officers were chosen for the No
tional Comp-meeting Association. ^'^
The following year the second holiness camp meeting sponsored by the
Notional Comp-meeting Association was held in Manheim, Pennsylvania. Some-
64Rose, oj^, cit. , p. 50.
65|bid., p. 52, citing W. McDonald and John E. Seorles, The Life of
Rev. John STlnskip (Chicago: The Christian Witness Company, 1885771>. 194.
66b. T. Roberts, "Religious Meetings," The Earnest Christian, X
(August, 1867), p. 66.
67Rose, o�. cit. , p. 53. ^^Ibid. , p. 60.
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thing of the character of this gathering may be seen from the following comment
of one attending this camp:
Representative men and women were there from nearly every state
in the Union, . . . The Sabbath was o great day. Not less than twenty-
five thousand persons were on the ground, including three hundred
ministers. 69
Another observer reported that Methodists, Baptists, Presbyterians, Dutch
Reformed, Congregational ists, and Quakers attended this comp.^^
Similar interdenominational holiness camp meetings followed, ond in the
sixteen years following the first camp meeting in 1867, fifty-two national holiness
camps were held.^^ By 1869, the notional camp meeting hod become o major
attraction to Methodists, especially. According to Timothy L. Smith, twenty
thousand persons were present the first Sunday of the 1869 camp, at Round Lake,
New York, and that ofternoon Bishop Simpson conducted a mammoth Communion
72service.'^
The work of the National Camp-Meeting Association led to the rapid
formation of regional and state holiness associations. The Texas Holiness Associa
tion was formed in 1878, the Iowa Holiness Association in 1879, and the Southern
73
California and Arizona Holiness Association in 1880. An Editorial in The
69|bid., citing Adam Wallace, A Modern Pentecost; Embracing A Record
of the Sixteenth National Comp-meeting for Promotion of Holiness, held at Londis-
ville. Pa., July 23rd to August 1st, 1873 (Philadelphia; Methodist Home Journal
Publishing House, 18737, p. 199.
70|bid. ^hose, o�. cit., p. 61.
Timothy L. Smith, Colled Unto Holiness, p. 16.
7^Rose, o�. cit., pp. 72, 74; Josephine M. Washburn, History and
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Pentecostal Advocate for November 19, 1908, reports that o number of other holi
ness associations were the offspring of the Texas association. Reporting the eighth
annual session of the Texas association, the editorial notes:
The influence of this Association has gone for beyond the state
line, and from its offspring, the Associations of Oklahoma, Missouri,
Arkansas, and New Mexico, representatives were present to enjoy the
annual "old home" thanksgiving feast, Escambia County Association,
from far-away Florida, come seeking recognition, and by next year
the Florida State Holiness Association will be enrolled as one of our
children, 74
Early holiness work was hindered in the South because of the Civil War
and Reconstruction, but in 1904 the Holiness Union of the South was organized in
Memphis, Tennessee, 75
The debate over entire sanctification within Methodism which began in the
late 1800's mode holiness doctrine a battleground and tended to harden both the
opposition and the promotion of holiness. The attack on holiness which seems to
some extent to have been sparked by the early formation of some holiness associa
tions, gave impetus to the associational tendency, which in turn sparked new per
iodicals and schools of a very definite holiness stomp. According to Timothy L,
Smith, in the period between 1895 and 1905,
,,, Asbury, Texas Holiness University, and Meridian College in the
Reminiscenses of the Holiness Church Work in Southern California and Arizona
(South Pasadena, California: Record Press, n. d,), p, 10,
74"Associational Holiness," The Pentecostal Advocate, XI (November 19,
1908), p, 8.
75Rose, og^, cit,, p, 61,
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South and God's Bible School, Taylor University, Chicago Evangelis
tic Institute, Cleveland Bible Institute, and Central Holiness Univer
sity appeared in the Midwest. All these were either Methodist or
interdenominational. Literally scores of smaller schools, serving one or
the other of the holiness sects, came into existence about the some
time, 76
Inevitably, this hardening of the lines between holiness and anti-holiness,
with the fomriation of independent, interdenominational associations, schools, camp
meetings, and periodicals, brought to the fore "the church question"�should hol
iness people remain in the mother church, or should a new, distinctively holiness
sect be formed
Smith gives this account of the origin of this debate within the holiness
movement:
By 1885, the sweep of the awakening into the Midwest and South
was producing two more or less distinct groups. One, largely rural,
was more emotionally demonstrative, emphasized rigid standards of
dress and behavior, and often scorned ecclesiastical discipline. The
other was urban, intellectual, and somewhat less zealous about out
ward standards of holiness. Its leaders were eager for alignment with
oil in the older churches who would shore their central claims, 78
Smith notes that the earliest secessions come from the first group, while
members of the second group, in general, withdrew only under extreme provocation,
and many of the leaders of this group�such as Daniel Steele, C, J, Fowler, and
Henry Cloy Morrison�never withdrew from the mother church, 79
''^Timothy L, Smith, Called Unto Holiness, op, cit, , pp, 46-47. Ac
tually the span of years would hove to be widened to include the founding of all
these schools.
^Ibid.; Cf. "The Church Question, 1880-1900," pp. 27-53,
78lbid,, p. 27, 79|bid.
There are many factors which led to the formation of new sects from the
holiness associations, and it would be misleading to moke any one factor central.
Smith notes the following four factors: (1) persistent opposition of church leaders
to independent holiness associations and publishing agencies; (2) recurrent out
bursts of fanaticism by some groups of holiness people outside the churches; (3)
the attack on the doctrine of holiness from within Methodism; and (4) the effective
ness of many holiness preachers in urban mission and social work.^*^ To these
might be added on institutional factor: independent holiness associations them
selves provided a convenient structure for the formation of a new sect. The meta
morphosis from association to sect was a fairly easy transition, and the pattern was
repeated many times across the notion.
A rash of premature secessions around 1880 increased opposition to the
holiness associations and touched off a strenuous debate within the holiness move
ment itself. ^1
From the middle of the 1880's onward, . . . o lengthy argument
raged between those who believed that separate holiness denominations
were necessary and those who relied upon associations to carry on the
work. The argument was complicated at every stage by the easily re
vived memory of the excesses of the "come-outers" and by the fact that
radical leaders were usually in the vanguard for secession.
No large group ever pulled out at one time. The great majority
professing sanctification clung to the older churches and, hence, to
the association ideo.^^
of these.
80|bid.
Ql|bid. , p. 28. The Church of God (Anderson, Indiana) schism was one
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An example of this debate is seen in the President's Report, by C, J.
Fowler, to the 1908 session of the National Comp-meeting Association:
There is o danger and a great danger that attention will be given to
one's local, sectional, divisional, and denominational interests, and
be betrayed Csic] to lose sight of what is really the work of holiness
itself. . . .
There ore genuinely holy people in all Christian denominations,
in local independent communions, in new ecclesiastical enterprises,
and a great danger is. . .that real holiness will be wasted or weakened
in losing sight of a genuine catholicity, in one's zeal for some local
or denominational interest. ^3
And Dr. Rose comments:
While many left Methodism to form the "independent" instead of
"interdenominational" holiness associations�some of which were later
merged into the Church of the Nozorene and the Pilgrim Holiness
Church� the majority of the older leading evangelists, teachers, and
pastors associated with the Notional Association continued to speak
out against "come-out- ism" ond encouraged the people won to the
holiness profession to remain and become a "leavening" influence
within their respective denominations. ^4
A dozen or more independent holiness sects originated in the late 1800's
and early 1900's, primarily as outgrowths of state and regional holiness associa
tions. Some of these were centered in urban areas, such as the Association of
Pentecostal Churches of America in Brooklyn, the Pentecostal Mission in Nashville,
and the Metropoliton Church Association in Chicago. More "rural and radical"
groups included the New Testament Church of Christ, the Independent Holiness
Church, and the Apostolic Holiness Church. In addition, such groups as the Ohio
83Rose, op. cit., p. 75., citing C. J. Fowler, "President's Report...,"
The Christian Witness "(June 11, 1908), p. 8.
^Ibid., p. 76.
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Yearly Meeting of Friends and the Mennonite Brethren in Christ were formed as a
result of holiness influence on the Quakers and the Mennonites.^^
The formation of the earlier of the new groups underlined the growing
urban-rural division in the holiness movement. Nevertheless,
from our vantage point seventy years later, the rural leaders seem to
hove differed only in the degree of their adherence to puritan standards.
And they spelled out the reasons for their attitude with surprising good
sense. All holiness preachers mode a strong issue of worldliness in dress
and behavior in the nineteenth century. In this they were out of har
mony neither with evangelical tradition nor with its objectives current
at the time. , . ,
The growth of wealth, the rise of cities, and the decline of the
ideals of industry and abstinence were a challenge to the old faith.
The new sects, however radical, did not create new doctrines or
standards, as some of our sociologists hove recently said. They simply
re-emphosized the old ones when the drift of society was in the oppo
site direction,
As has been noted, the factors giving rise to the new holiness sects were
sufficiently complex to rule out the possibility of assigning them to one primary
factor. Certainly there were unwarranted secessions, and there were probably in
stances where personal ambition consciously or unconsciously was o factor.
Nevertheless, the opposition to the holiness emphasis in some sections of
Methodism was sufficiently severe so as to md<e continuation in the Methodist
Church all but impossible, Joseph H, Smith noted in 1916, ",,.l hove known of no
single instance of considerable come-out-ism or of schism from our church on these
lines but what has been preceded by on oppression or a mistreatment of holiness
SSjimothy L, Smith, Called Unto Holiness, p, 36.
86|bid,, pp, 37-38,
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people OS well as holiness truth on the part of our church powers in that section."^^
There was, as Dr. Rose observes, a serious decline in holiness emphasis
in certain sections of American Methodism about the turn of the century, and this
has been reflected in the rise of the holiness sects. In some geographical areas
there was a "crush out" attitude toward the holiness emphasis in American Metho
dism, and the sects tended to rise especially in those areas where opposition to
holiness was strongest.�^
One of the earliest moves toward unity among the holiness churches was
the consolidation of the small, geographically limited sects into larger, more na
tional denominations. Because of the emphases of the following chapters, some
attention is given now to the origin of two of these groups.
United Missionary Church
Several mergers of Mennonite groups which hod been touched by the holi
ness revival resulted, in 1883, in the formation of the Mennonite Brethren in Christ.
At the time of union in 1883, the new sect had thirty-seven churches and a member
ship of 2,076.^^ In the denominational history Everek R, Storms notes.
Although officially recognized as being one of the Mennonite groups,
the Mennonite Brethren in Christ were so drastically different from the
other branches of the Church that in many respects they could scarcely
S7joseph H. Smith, 0�. cit., p. 59.
^^Delbert R. Rose, personal interview, held otWilmore, Kentucky,
March 9, 1966.
^^Everek Richard Storms, History of the United Missionary Church
(Elkhart, Indiana: Bethel Publishing Company, 1958), p. 60.
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be considered os Mennonites. This was especially true in the matter of
doctrine, the denomination, from the very beginning, being highly
evangelistic and strongly Wesleyan, laying a deep emphasis on the ex
perience of entire sanctification,"^
These differences between this new group ond other Mennonite groups,
coupled with the new sect's insistence on genuine personal conversion, led to
serious consideration of dropping the name "Mennonite" in 1883, Because in Can
ada certain exemptions from military service were granted Mennonites, however,
the name was retained,^!
But OS time went on the name become increasingly intolerable to a group
trying to moke on evangelistic dent in new communities. Confusion in the mind of
the general public persisted with the result that it was virtually impossible for the
Mennonite Brethren in Christ to open up new churches in some areas. Finally in
1947, the name "United Missionary Church" was adopted, ^2
From 1883 to 1908, the period of the greatest activity of the holiness
associations, the Mennonite Brethren in Christ experienced considerable expansion.
The founders of the sect, Daniel Brennamon and Solomon Eby, exerted a strong
evangelistic influence. The sect has continued to the present, enjoying modest
growth, In 1952 the Pennsylvania District, which hod refused to drop the name
"Mennonite" in 1947, withdrew from the denomination over the issues of polity and
doctrine, a Colvinistic influence persisting in this group. By this withdrawal the
membership of the United Missionary Church was depleted by 4,489, but Storms
^Q|bid., p, 68.
92Ibid,, p. 69-70.
^'ibid,, p, 68,
93 Ibid, , p, 60.
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feels the ultimate effect was to strengthen the church because of the greater unity
which resulted, 94
In 1955 the United Missionary Church adopted a more centralized, Meth-
odistic form of government, creating three new denominational boards, more than
doubling the size of the general conference, and, for the first time, electing a
general superintendent, 95
This group is today one of the most active supporters of the NHA and its
efforts to bring the holiness churches into greater unity.
The United Missionary Church arose from among sect-type groups� the
Mennonites�and it is clear that, especially in the beginning, it was essentially
a sect. The Mennonites began as one of the most completely sect-type religious
groups. On their transfer to America they were, of course, largely on ethnic
church, and the process of assimilation and accommodation to American culture has
proceeded unevenly, causing many divisions.
It oppeors that the holiness revival in o very real sense gave rise to the
Mennonite Brethren in ^Christ, and in so doing moved the group actually owoy from
the more extreme sect-type to a sectarian character roughly corresponding to that
of the other holiness groups of the early 1900's, To be sure, the Mennonite Breth
ren in Christ retained some ethnic characteristics, as indicated by the persistence
of the name "Mennonite" and of certoin patterns of worship, 96
94|bid,, pp. 74-75. 95|bid., p. 78.
96whether or not the Mennonites were essentially sectarian in character in
the late 1800's depends, however, on what indices of classification are used. In the
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Through the decades of this century this sect, now the United Missionary
Church, has continued the slow transition from sect-type to church-type, as hove
all the holiness groups. The withdrawal of the Pennsylvania group in 1952 proba
bly indicates on uneven rate of movement toward the church-type within the de
nomination. The Pennsylvania group was unable to move as rapidly as the majority
group; tension resulted; a split come. This is not, of course, to deny the reality of
the specific issues involved in the withdrawal, but only to point to some of the
factors underlying those issues.
Strong leadership in the United Missionary Church seems to hove ac
counted, more than any other factor, for the rather rapid development of this de
nomination in recent years.
Pilgrim Holiness Church
The Pilgrim Holiness Church, probably more than any other holiness sect
with the exception of the Church of the Nazarene, is on outgrowth of the holiness
association movement in Methodism between 1890 and 1910.
The two men most prominent in the origin of the Pilgrim Holiness Church
were Seth C. Rees, father of Dr. Paul Rees, and Martin Wells Knopp.
Seth C, Rees come of a family of Quakers, and his ministry hod be-
oreos of social customs, group solidarity, and general attitude toward the world
they were extremely sectarian, and the Mennonite Brethren in Christ moved away
from these emphases. On the other hand, in the areas of doctrine and personal
religious experience the Mennonites had by the 1890's seemingly become less like
sects and more like churches. In these respects the Mennonite Brethren in Christ,
with the Methodistic groups, become more authentically sectarian than the main
branches of Mennonites.
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gun among them, Martin Wells Knopp came from a staunch Methodist
home, and in time he hod become an ordained Methodist minister and
o regularly established pastor. But the baptism of the Holy Ghost in
each of their hearts hod pushed them out beyond the channels in which
many of the church leaders lived, and their evangelism hod burned like
flames of fire here and there across the country.
'
Rees became well known among holiness groups across the nation, par
ticularly through his work in city missions, Rees and Kncpp, founder of God's
Bible School in Cincinnati, formed the International Holiness Union and Prayer
League in 1897. The Pilgrim Holiness Church dotes its beginning from the founding
of this holiness association, ^8
After serving as president of the International Holiness Union and Prayer
League for five years, Rees moved on to new independent works, served for a time
in the Nazarene Church, and eventually became the leader of the Pentecostal
Pilgrim Church in Colifornia,^^
Meanwhile, the International Holiness Union and Prayer League gradually
evolved into a denomination, changing its name in 1900, 1905, and finally, in
1913, to the International Apostolic Holiness Church, Between 1919 and 1925 the
Holiness Christian Church, the Pentecostal Rescue Mission of the New York area.
97paul W, Thomas, "The Days of Our Pilgrimage," The Wesleyan Metho
dist, CXXIII (February 16, 1966), p, 5,
^Sjimothy L, Smith, Colled Unto Holiness, pp. 273-274; Paul W. Thomas
and Melvin H, Snyder, "What About the Pilgrim Holiness Church?" The Wesleyan
Methodist, CXXIII (February 16, 1966), p, 8,
^^Timothy L, Smith, Colled Unto Holiness, loc. cit.; Thomas, "The Days
of Our Pilgrimage," loc. cit.
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Rees' Pentecostal Pilgrim Church, and the People's Mission Church of Colorado oil
joined with this group. Since 1922 the name has been Pilgrim Holiness Church.
In 1946 the Holiness Churches of California, which grew from the South-i
em California and Arizona Holiness Association of the early 1900's, merged with
the Pilgrims. From o membership of about 8,000 in 1922, the church has grown
to about 34,000 present U. S. membership. Two of the mergers, of course, have
occurred during this period.
Generally speaking, the Pilgrim Holiness Church seems to have been, and
to be yet today, somewhat more thoroughly sect-type than, for instance, the Wes
leyan Methodists, Free Methodists, and United Missionary Church�although proba
bly not as completely fitting the sect classification as, perhaps, some of the smaller
NHA churches such as the Churches of Christ in Christian Union. Pilgrim Holiness
restrictions on individual behavior are somewhat more explicit and conservative
than those in the Free Methodist Church, and the restrictions seem to be observed
somewhat more strictly among the Pilgrims, ''^^ Casual observation does suggest,
however, some movement toward the church-type, especially in recent years.
I^^Thomas, "The Days of Our Pilgrimage," loc. cit.; Manual of the
Pilgrim Holiness Church (second edition^ Indianapolis: The Pilgrim Publishing
House, 1962), Sec. 2.
Ibid.; cf. Josephine M. Washburn, History and Reminiscences of the
Holiness Church Work in Southern California and Arizona (South Pasadena, CoTi-"
fornio: Record Press, n. d.), p. 132 ff.
lO^Thomos and Snyder, "What About the Pilgrim Holiness Church?" Joe.
cit.; Thomas, "The Days of Our Pilgrimage," loc. cit.
^^'^See the Manual of the Pilgrim Holiness Church, Sec. 30.
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One interesting thing about the Pilgrim Holiness Church is that, though
primarily o sect-type, the denomination has found itself able to merge with other
groups. It should be borne in mind, however, that the church was born of merger;
that these mergers were of virtually identical groups; and that the Pilgrims do not
have a century of history and tradition behind them. The groups that merged into
the Pilgrim Holiness Church were formed for the some reasons. Polity seems not to
have been on overriding issue with any of the original groups. And the very fact
that most of these groups arose as independent associations suggests common struc
ture, methodology, and viewpoint.
Looking back on the period 1867-1930, it con be seen that the rise of the
National Comp-meeting Association for the Promotion of Holiness and of the many
regional and state holiness associations come as on attempt to preserve and continue
the holiness emphasis within, particularly, Methodism. As opposition to holiness
teaching and associations mounted within Methodism, holiness associations tended
to become more and more independent, many of these becoming small regional
holiness sects. Some of these continue today; many others were absorbed into the
Pilgrim Holiness Church and the Church of the Nozorene. Holiness revivalism
during this period also affected many of the non-Method istic denominations, giving
rise to holiness sects not specifically related to Methodism�as, for example, the
United Missionary Church.
The Notional Comp-meeting Association, now the National Holiness As
sociation, resisted pressures to become a denomination itself, however, and con
tinued into the second third of the twentieth century as on independent, interdenom-
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inationai holiness association,
V, THE HOLINESS MOVEMENT, 1930-1966
The period from about 1930, by which time most of the existing holiness
sects were pretty well established or consolidated, to the present time has been o
significant one, both for the holiness denominations and for the Notional Holiness
Association,
Holiness Sects in Transition
For the holiness denominations, this has been a period of gradual move
ment from sect-type toward (although not to) the church-type; a period of erosion
of differences between holiness churches toward a sameness of emphasis, standards,
and even organizational structure. All differences ore, of course, far from being
gone at present, but developments in the holiness movement in the lost decode in
dicate a commonality that has never before existed.
This transition has been due both to the tendency of sects to move along
the sect-church continuum toward the church type, and to the melting of sectional,
ethnic, and, to a less extent, class differences into what is rapidly becoming one
homogeneous mass culture,
Robert Lee notes in his Social Sources of Church Unity,
Increasingly, working-closs women use the same kinds of dishwashers
and washing machines, and even choose the some wol Ipaper as do the
wives of executives, A best-selling book in New York also registers as
o best seller in New Orleans, People in Son Francisco search just as
anxiously for coveted tickets to My Fair Lady as those in Boston, In
short, styles of life ore becoming more alike, more often copied, and
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apply more equally to every sector of the nation, every class, race,
and ethnic status. Growing common behavior and attitudes toward
style of life comprise, at the very least, suggestive indicators of
growing consensus in American society.
People in the holiness denominations are not immune to these trends. The
Wesleyan Methodist in North Corel ina and the Pilgrim in Michigan may hear dif
ferent preachers on Sunday morning, but they probably both watch Huntley-
Brinkley on Monday evening. There is a good chance that the Free Methodist in
Florida reads the some magazines as his United Missionary brother in Washington.
And more and more children from holiness homes ore taking the some tests, reading
the some textbooks, wearing the some clothes, watching the some TV programs,
thinking the same thoughts, and absorbing the same attitudes. These developments
can only tend to odd additional levels of sameness to o people that already hove
much in common.
Lee notes, in particular, the following social factors which hove worked,
and ore working, to bring about a common organizational structure within Ameri
can Protestant denominations.
1. Democratic context. The influence of the many American democratic
political institutions tends to moke democratic procedures the norm. Regardless of
how a denominational structure was originally set up, in present American culture
it tends to function democratically.
^^^Robert Lee, The Social Sources of Church Unity, pp. 61-62.
105|bid., pp. 94-98.
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2. Organizational revolution. Common basic patterns of organizational
structure ore now diffused throughout the culture. There is just "a certain way"
organizations do things.
3. Common ethos. Common cultural values coll forth from today's church
such emphases as fellowship, friendship, social concern, pragmatic faith, activism
and voluntarism, and lay responsibility. The church today, holiness or otherwise,
that wonts to be effective cannot ignore these.
Many years ago Walter Rouschenbusch was able to perceive this erosion of
differences in denominational polity. Said Rouschenbusch,
The divergent types of church government which separated these
bodies. ..have been worn down by generations of practical experience,
and they hove gravitated toward the some methods of work and life.
The Presbyterian type has become more congregational, and the Con
gregational type has become more presbyterian, . . . The most decisive
fact for the essential unity of these great bodies is that they hove oil
thoroughly assimilated the principle of democracy. . ..
Perhaps it is some such process as this which helps explain the shift in pol
ity in the Wesleyan Methodist Church noted by Dr. Kindschi: "While preserving its
historic beliefs in democratic government, the church has moved to the somewhat
more centralized pattern advocated from the very beginning by some of its lead-
ers."107
The various factors cited above hove tended to bring a greater homogeneity
106Qgoted by Archer Bass, Protestantism in the United States (New York:
Thomas Y. Crowell Company, 1929), p. 276, Cited by Lee, Ibid., pp. 93-94.
107pag| L. Kindschi, "The Organization Called Wesleyan Methodist,"
The Wesleyan Methodist, CXVIII (March 22, 1961), p. 11.
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to the holiness movement, both os denominations and as individuals, since about
1930. These developments ore obviously closely related to the rise of the ecu
menical movement, as will be noted presently.
Evangelical Methodist Church
The youngest of the present holiness denominations, the Evangelical Meth
odist Church, has come into being in this most recent period in the history of the
holiness movement.
The Discipline of the Evangelical Methodist Church, 1958, gives the fol
lowing account of the origin of this group:
On May 9, 1946, in the city of Memphis, Tennessee, a small group
of preachers and laymen met together for consultation and prayer, en
deavoring to cope with the growing apostasy in the church. After long
hours of waiting before God in prayer, they felt definitely led of God
to organize the Evangelical Methodist Church.
Dr. J. H, Hamblen, of Abilene, Texas, was elected chairman of
the group meeting in Memphis, and was elected the first General Super
intendent of the Evangelical Methodist Church the following November
at the first Annual Conference at Kansas City, Missouri.
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This small group, numbering now about 8,000,
'^^
arose in reaction to
modernism in the Methodist Church, the parent body, and in opposition to what it
felt to be autocratic and undemocratic church government. ^ The denomination
was launched "with a firm conviction that the gulf that separates conservative and
IQ^Discipline of the Evangelical Methodist Church, 1958 (n.p.: Evan
gelical Methodist Church, 1960), p. 6.
lO^Benson Y. Londis, (ed.). Yearbook of American Churches, 1966 (New
York: Notional Council bf the Churches of Christ in the U.S.A. 1966) p. 66.
1 1^Fronk S. Mead, Handbook of Denominations m_tj2e United States
(fourth edition; New York: Abingdon Press, 1965), p. 154.
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liberal thought in the church is on ever-widening chasm which con never be
healed,...:'! 11
The Evangelical Methodist Church thus adopted a basically congrega
tional polity and maintains a strong doctrinally conservative position. Frank Mead,
in his Handbook of Denominations in the United States, notes that "there is great
1 12
emphasis placed upon the protest against modernism. "
The emphasis on polity, with the adoption of Congregationalism, and the
adherence to conservative Wesleyan theology makes the origin of the Evangelical
Methodist Church somewhat parallel to that of the Wesleyan Methodist Connection,
almost exactly one hundred years earlier. But the Evangelical Methodists ore prob
ably more self-conscious about doctrine than the early Wesleyan Methodists were.
Although slavery was not an issue with the Evangelical Methodists, there is a pos
sible parallel in the area of social views in that both groups reacted against the
viewpoint which seemed to dominate the parent body at the time of origin.
The Evangelical Methodist Church insofar as its attitude of protest against
"modernism" and its emphasis on personal conversion is concerned, definitely fits
the sect-type classification. Its specific espousal of pre-millennialism
'^^ further
fits the pattern. It seems safe to classify the denomination as basically sect-type in
the some sense, and more or less to the same degree, as most of the holiness church-
Discipline, loc, cit,
�Mead, loc. cit.
Discipline, p, 22,
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es were at their origin. It has hod only twenty years, however, to begin its move
ment owoy from reaction toward "common-core Protestantism," and hence seems to
be very conscious of the issues in its origin, as was true of the other holiness sects
in their early years. This self-consciousness was evident in the recent Evangelical
Methodist - United Missionary merger attempt, which is the subject of Chapter V,
Re-olignment of Holiness People?
In very recent years developments within several of the holiness churches
suggest there may be a future re-olignment of people now in these churches. For
the post several years there has been developing within some of these churches
small minorities which feel their church is becoming "liberal" and "apostate"�
primarily, it seems, because of a gradual de-emphasis on earlier sectarian charac
teristics such OS external standards of behavior. These minorities seem to be con
centrated among the more rural areas of the denominational constituencies, sug
gesting they represent an element of American culture which has not kept pace with
cultural transition in America generally.
Evidence of such a development as suggested above can be seen in (1) in
creasingly crucial conference-church problems in the Wesleyan Methodist Church, ^ ^
(2) recent minor schisms in the Free Methodist Church, 1 15 Qpd (3) the work of the
ll^Virgil A. Mitchell, "Allegheny- Conference Report," The Wesleyan
Methodist, CXXI (July 15, 1964), p. 13; "Executive Board Hears Report," The
Wesleyan Methodist, CXXI (September 30, 1964), p. 15; B. H. Phoup, "Allegheny
Conference Report," The Wesleyan Methodist, CXIl (August 4, 1965), p. 14.
^l^Untitled printed pamphlet issued in December, 1965, by o group of
ministers of the North Michigan Conference of the Free Methodist Church, ex-
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Inter-Church Holiness Convention.
There will be occasion to examine Wesleyan Methodist conference prob
lems in a later chapter of this thesis; ^ \^ \^ sufficient here to note that these
problems threaten to bring about schisms within Wesleyan Methodism.
In December, 1965, a small group of ministers and their wives withdrew
from the largely njrol North Michigan Conference of the Free Methodist Church.
Their statement of withdrawal charged the Free Methodist Church was largely apos
tate and claimed God was raising up a new group, namely themselves, to safe
guard and promote "sweet radical holiness.
" ^
This group has now organized the United Holiness Church and has begun
churches in several of the towns where the ministers hod been serving Free Metho
dist churches. As of March, 1966, the United Holiness Church hod a membership in
the neighborhood of two hundred, mode up largely of former Free Methodists.
'
The Inter-Church Holiness Convention is coming to be the organized ex
pression of those within the holiness churches who are generally agreed in their in-
pressing their intention to withdraw from the church,
1 I^Cf. various issues of the U H. Convention Herald, organ of the Inter-
Church Holiness Convention.
ll^Supro, pp. 180-181.
ll^Untitled pamphlet, lo�. cit,
ll^David W, Porks, personal conversations with the writer, held at Wil-
more, Kentucky, April 22 ond 23, 1966, Mr, Porks is now a minister in the United
Holiness Church.
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terpretation of "sweet radical holiness." Actively cooperating in the IHC ore the
leaders of the new United Holiness Church, leaders of the dissident Allegheny and
Tennessee conferences of the Wesleyan Methodist Church, some members and former
members of the Pilgrim Holiness Church, and others. These groups and individuals
come together each year for a notional convention at God's Bible School in Cin-
cinnati, and various regional holiness conventions ore held.
The development which especially suggests the possibility of o re-olign
ment of holiness people is that leaders of the groups now participating in the IHC,
both inside and outside the NHA churches, have recently been considering the pos
sibility of some kind of federation of the "sweet radical holiness" groups. Such a
development may be on indication not only of a uniting of the now-existing more
radical holiness groups but also that new schisms may be in the offing, particularly
in the Wesleyan Methodist Church,
Thus there may come a re-olignment of holiness people whereby, in the
midst of a developing similarity of the NHA churches, the dissident minorities in
these churches withdraw to preserve the more radical, legalistic interpretation of
holiness. The mere existence today of both the Notional Holiness Association and
the Inter-Church Holiness Convention, with the differing emphases and constituen
cies of these two associations, may be the first indication of such o re-olignment.
This growing tension between the main body of the holiness movement and
^^Ibid.; cf. various issues of the l,H, Convention Herald,
'2' Ibid.
59
the dissident minority within it is strikingly porollel to, and perhaps actually a
port of , the evangelical-fundamentalist tension that runs throughout conservative
Protestantism today. This relationship will be investigated as port of Chapter
VIII. '22
The NHA in Transition
The years 1930-1966 hove been years of transition for the Notional Holi
ness Association, as well os for the holiness denominations. This fact has signifi
cance for the whole question of unity and the holiness churches.
Dr. Rose notes that until 1942, the presidency of the National Holiness
Association had always been held by Methodists. 1^3 Doubtless this was one of the
reasons the Association was able to resist pressures to toke on on independent de
nominational form. The Notional Association arose primarily os o movement within
Methodism and remained more or less under the dominance of Methodist ministers
until the 1940's.
These notional Methodist holiness leaders were often outspoken against
anything that tended toward new denominations. Their philosophy was to maintain
a holiness witness within Methodism.
New denominations were formed, however, and the men in these denomi-
Supra, pp. 341-346.
123Rose, A Theology of Christian Experience, p. 76. Rose notes that
A. L. Whitcomb, a Free Methodist, was elected to the Presidency in 1928 but
refused to serve.
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notions often maintained their affiliation with the Notional Association. Thus, in
time, the place of leadership within the NHA was to pass into non-Methodist
hands.
Dr. Rose notes that
Under the presidency of C. W. Butler,,., the Notional Associotion
entered a new era. Through his leadership o closer cooperation between
the educational institutions was established, and greater friendliness
between the holiness denominations and the National Association devel
oped. Under the leadership of C. I. Annstrong and H. M. Couchenour,
the constitution and by-laws of the National Association hove been
changed so os to admit whole denominations and individual churches os
auxiliaries of the national organization, 124
This latter chonge was especially significant. As participation in the NHA
has come more and more from outside the Methodist Church, and os the holiness de
nominations have, OS denominations, affiliated with the NHA, the Association has
ceased to be an instrument of holiness revival within Methodism and has come to be
increasingly on association of holiness denominations.
As has been suggested, this change has been reflected in the leadership of
the NHA�so much so that for the post several years the presidency has been held
by non-Methodists, and the denominational composition of the executive committee
(1965-66) is OS follows: President, Wesleyan Methodist; First Vice-President, Free
Methodist, Second Vice-President, United Missionary; Third Vice-President, Sol
vation Army; Secretary, Brethren in Christ; Treasurer, Pilgrim Holiness, 1^5
124lbid,, p, 77.
T25"^}nutes, Executive Committee, Notional Holiness Association, Morion,
Indiana, November 9, 1965" (mimeographed), p, 1,
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With this change in support and leadership in the NHA it is to be ex
pected that there would come a corresponding change in emphasis. The philosophy
now, not surprisingly, seems to be one of ministering to the constituent denomina
tions, not ministering to individuals within the Methodist Church. The concern now
is, how con the NHA assist and strengthen the holiness denominations? To the
leadership of the NHA, the answer has been: work for greater cooperation, unity,
and eventual union of the holiness denominations.
This was spelled out by Dr. Paul L. Kindschi, o Wesleyan Methodist, in
1956 in on article printed in The Wesleyan Methodist ond also circulated in pam
phlet form. Noting that the holiness sects hove grown up pretty largely independent
and ignorant of each other, Kindschi said.
More and more people are expressing the need and urgency of having a
closer fellowship with oil holiness peoples. The need of forming a
coordinating agency with [In] the holiness movement, one that would
truly "give scriptural holiness o united voice," has been suggested.
The leadership of the N.H. A. is willing to launch heavily into
this program if it will be accepted and promoted by those wonting to
see the work of God the Holy Spirit carried to this generation more
than anything else. 1^6
Some within the NHA, especially those who are Methodists, feel the Na
tional Association is no longer fulfilling the ministry to Methodism that she should.
Some would like to see o return to former emphases and methods, hoping that thus
the NHA could spark o new holiness impulse in the Methodist Church. 127
Paul L. Kindschi, An Analysis of the Notional Holiness Association
(Pamphlet; Minneapolis: Notional Holiness Association, n. d.); cf. the same moter-
iai under the some title in The Wesleyan Methodist CXIII (Februory 8, 1956), pp. 3-4.
personal interview, loc. cit.
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In essence, this question goes bock to "the church question" of 1880-
1900�where con the holiness witness best be maintained, within major Protestant
ism or through specifically holiness denominations? Presently the NHA is adopting
the latter answer, reflecting what is now her major constituency.
More recent developments in the NHA's drive to increase cooperation
among the holiness churches is noted in the next chopter. The fundamental ques
tion of the most effective sphere for the holiness witness, including the question of
the future of the NHA, must come up for further investigation in Chapter Vlll,
"The Holiness Churches and the Larger Ecumenical Perspective."
VI. THE WINDS OF ECUMENICITY
"Church unity is on the offensive 1 In the alternation between schism and
unity, dominance has swung toward the latter pole." So writes Robert Lee in his
1 28
study of current ecumenical trends.
In the previous discussion of the growing similarity among the holiness
churches, some of the socio-culturol ospects of this trend were noted. These and
other developments, theological, ecclesiastical, and to o great extent social, hove
in the twentieth century given rise to the ecumenical movement.
In documenting recent ecumenical trends, Lee notes that in 1956 there
was one religious group for every 400,000 adults in America, os compared with one
for every 170,500 adults in 1906� indicating that the tendency toward frogmenta-
128Robert Lee, The Social Sources of Church Unity, p. 188.
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tion and proliferation within American Protestantism has largely ceased. Further,
he notes that in America today seventy-five percent of the non-Roman Catholic
Christians ore identified with five major denominational families. j[^q Year
book of American C^ for 1926 reported 263 religious groups, compared to
only 250 in the 1966 Yearbook.
Another indication of the rise of the ecumenical movement has been the
amazing growth of local and state councils of churches. In 1927 there were only
four fully organized state councils of churches and very few local councils. As
of August, 1965, there were fifty state councils of churches and 837 area, city,
and metropolitan councils, 226 of these with a paid staff.
These signs ore in addition to the more obvious and recognized ecumenical
significance of the National Council of Churches, the World Council of Churches,
and the Roman Catholic Vatican Council II.
The development of moss culture, noted previously, has certainly been one
of the factors giving rise to the ecumenical movement, as Lee shows. Mass commun
ication, a twentieth century novelty; the erosion of sectional differences; the slow
down in immigration; the rise of notional organizations; the development of big busi
ness, big labor, big government�oil these hove hod their place in creating o cli
mate favorable to ecumenical dialog and activity. J. Milton Yinger notes.
129|bid., p, 75. 130|bid.; Londis, op, cit, , p, 196,
13lLee, 0�, cit., p. 133. ^^^landh, o�. cit., p, 108,
^^^Lee, 0�j, cit,, pp, 21-74,
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In a day when poultrymen, engineers, and physicians have joined
together in their various organizations for a more effective pursuit
of their interests, it is not surprising to find religious groups follow
ing the same pattern,
The winds of ecumenicity hove already significantly affected conserva
tive-evangelical Christianity, of which the holiness movement is a port. This is
seen particularly in the "nucleation"-"counter-nucleation" process which has oc
curred in American Protestantism in the post twenty-five years. As Lee notes.
Co-ordination and centralization lead to concentration of power and
elaboration of complicated mochinery for administrative purposes. As
power centralizes in one institutional sphere, it colls forth "counter
vailing powers" in other areas. Such nucleotion and "counter-nucleo
tion" seems to be the order of the day for business, government, labor,
forming, and churches os well.
Ecumenical pressures hove given rise to the National Council of Churches.
Conservative-evangelical Christianity has viewed the nucleotion of major Ameri
can Protestantism in the "liberal" NCC os o threot, and there has come a counter-
nucleation of conservatives in the Notionol Associotbn of Evangelicals. Perhaps
something of the counter-nucleotion impulse has ployed a port in the drive for unity
among the holiness churches; certpinly the argument of defense against ecumenical
pressures has on occasion been put forward as a reason for denominational merger
within the holiness ranks.
J. Milton Yinger, Religion, Society and the Individual, An Introduc
tion to the Sociology of Religion (New York: The Mocmillon Company, 1957),
p. 293.
^^^Lee, o�. cij., pp. 66-67.
l%he attitude of the holi ness churches toward the ecumenical movement
is taken up in Chapter Vlll.
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The ecumenical winds are touching the holiness churches, and the fol
lowing evaluation by Lee is probably correct for the holiness denomination:
The greater the degree of the sect's ossimilotion of its surrounding cul
ture the less resistance it bears against the church unity movement.
When social differences in class status, educational level, income,
geographical isolation, and ethnic status are reduced, then the sect
is prepared to engage in ecumenical activities.
SUMMARY
The history of the holiness movement has been largely the history of the
dynamic of the Wesleyan doctrine of entire sanctification as it has sought to find
expression within American Methodism.
The period in American Methodism leading up to the Civil War was o time
of pressures and turmoils, as it was for the nation. Slavery and antislovery senti
ment raged; bishops used their full pov/er to try to hold the church together. The
Wesleyan flame of holiness died low on the hearths of American Methodism.
The conflicting pressures within the church produced a rash of schisms be
tween 1830 and 1860, bringing intp being two of the present day holiness churches:
the Wesleyan Methodist and the Free Methodist.
In the 1700's God hod two brothers who rekindled the holiness flame; in the
1800's he hod two sisters. These began their own "holy club," which became Mrs.
Phoebe Palmer's Tuesday Meeting and helped spark the revival of 1858.
From initial general acceptance of the spontaneous holiness witness in the
137|bid., pp. 194-195.
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mid-1800's, American Methodism moved gradually to toleration, and finally, in
many instances, octive opposition to holiness teaching. This opposition was in
port the result, in port the cause, of the rise of the holiness associations, in par
ticular of the Notional Holiness Association which traces its existence bock to
1867,
Mony of the regional holiness associations, for a wide range of reasons,
in time evolved into many small independent sects, a number of which coalesced
into such groups os the Pilgrim Holiness Church and the Church of the Nozorene,
Holiness revivalism os spread through the associations also reached beyond Metho
dism, providing the vital spark for such groups as the Mennonite Brethren in Christ
(United Missionary Church).
Following the consolidation of the new holiness sects in the early 1900's,
o period of more or less stability began, extending to the present. During this time
the holiness sects have grown more alike ond, with all churches, hove been in
fluenced by the modern winds of ecumenicity. Gradual changes have token place
within the NHA also, the Association becoming more ond more a fraternity of holi
ness denominations, and less o movement of holiness witness to American Methodism,
This period also has seen the origin of the Evangelical Methodist Church,
The many holiness bodies brought into being during this century-long move
ment, it has been noted, hove tended in their characteristics and development to
correspond to the sect-type of religious group, as set forth by Troeltsch and others;
none of these groups, however, in their origin was o sect of the most radical kind.
The holiness movement persisted through the most revolutionary period in
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American history, finding varying modes of expression. It continues today pri
marily through established channels, and in this sense is less o genuine "movement"
today than it was in its earlier history.
CHAPTER III
SURVEY OF PAST AND PRESENT MOVES TOWARD UNITY
As has been shown in the previous chapter, it would be a misreading of
the history of the holiness movement in the United States to characterize it as on
exclusively separatist or "come-out-ist" movement. From the beginning of the
movement there have been moves in the direction of unity, and such moves have
become more common in recent years.
In this chapter unitive moves of three types are noted: specific mergers or
attempts at merger, interdenominotional cooperation of various kinds, and the very
recent NHA-bocked movement for o federation of holiness churches.
U MERGER ATTEMPTS
Several of the eleven denominations affiliated with the Notional Holiness
Association ore the result of merger with other groups, and of these denominations
several hove been or ore now involved in merger conversations. Results from o
questionnaire sent to denominational executives and other research reveal the fol
lowing} 1
Past Mergers
At least four of the denominations within the NHA were formed through
^Questionnaires were not returned by the Salvation Army.
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merger or hove merged with other groups in the United Stotes during their history.^
These ore the Churches of Christ in Christian Union, Evangelical Methodist Church,
Pilgrim Holiness Church, and United Missionory Church.
Churches of Christ in Christian Union�This group, which withdrew from
the Christian Union Churches in 1909 over the doctrine of entire sanctification,
merged with The Reformed Methodist Church in New York in 1952. The latter is
now the North Eastern District of the Churches of Christ in Christian Union, 4
Evangelical Methodist Church�United with the Evangel Churches of
California in 1960 and with the People's Methodist Church of Virginia and North
Carolina in 1962. The name "Evangelical Methodist" was retained in both mergers.'
At least one of the NHA-offiliated denominations has united with o
church outside the U.S.: The Holiness Movement Church of Canada joined the
Free Methodist Church of North America in 1960 (Questionnaire responses from
Bishop Myron F. Boyd of the Free Methodist Church and C, T, Denbo, Executive
Secretary of the Free Methodist Church), A rather full account of the steps leading
to this union is given in the minutes of the Board of Administration of the Free Meth
odist Church,
'^In addition, the Wesleyan Methodist Church has assimilated the Hephzi-
bah Faith Movement and the Missionary Bonds of the World�though, according to
Dr, B, H. Phoup, "hordly in the usual sense of merger," Questionnaire response
from Dr. B. H. Phaup, General Superintendent of the Wesleyan Methodist Church.
Cf. Frank S. Mead, Handbook of Denominations in the United States (fourth edi
tion; New York: Abingdon Press, 1965) p, 236,
^Fronk S. Meod, Handbook of Denominations in tlie United States (fourth
edition; New York: Abingdon Press, 1965), pp, 8 9-90, and Benson Y, Landis (ed.).
Yearbook of American Churches (New York: National Council of the Churches of
Christ in the U, S. A., 1966), p. 38,
^Questionnaire response from Rev. Ralph A. Vonderwood, General Superin
tendent of the Evangelical Methodist Church; "Evangel Churches Unite with E. M. C,"
Voice of Evangelical Methodism, Vlll (June, 1960), p. 1; "Highlights of the Con
ference," Voice of Evangelical Methodism, X (August, 1962), p. 4,
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Pilgrim Holiness Church�the result of the following mergers:^
1919 - International Apostolic Holiness Church united with Holiness
Christian Church, forming the International Holiness Church.
1922 - The Pentecostal Rescue Mission united with the International
Holiness Church, the name International Holiness Church being
retained and the Pentecostal Rescue Mission becoming the New
York District of the International Holiness Church.
1922- The Pilg rim Church united with the International Holiness Church,
forming the Pilgrim Holiness Church.
1924 - The Pentecostal Brethren in Christ united with the Ohio District of
the Pilgrim Holiness Church.
1925 - The People's Mission Church united with the Colorado District of
the Pilgrim Holiness Church.
1946 - The Holiness Church united with the Pilgrim Holiness Church, the
name Pilgrim Holiness Church being retained.
United Missionary Church� the result of the following mergers:/
1875 - New Mennonites united with the Reformed Mennonites, forming
the United Mennonites.
^Questionnaire response from Rev. J. D, Abbott, General Secretory-
Treasurer of the Pilgrim Holiness Church, and Manual of the Pilgrim Holiness Church
(Indianapolis: The Pilgrim Publishing House, 1962), Sec. 2.
'^Questionnaire response from Dr. Kenneth Geiger, General Superintendent
of the United Missionary Church; The Constitution and Manual of the United Mission
ary Church (Elkhart, Indiana: BetTieT Publishing Company, 19581, pp. 53-59, 68-75.
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1879 - Evangelical Mennonites united with the United Mennonites,
forming the Evangelical United Mennonites.
1883 - Brethren in Christ united with the Evangelical United Mennonites,
forming the Mennonite Brethren in Christ. In 1947 the name was
changed to the United Missionary Church. (When this name change
was mode the Pennsylvania Conference elected to continue to use
the name "Mennonite Brethren in Christ." In 1952 this conference
withdrew from the church. )8
Unsuccessful Merger Attempts
There hove been at least six cases in which NHA-offilioted denominations
hove actually conducted merger negotiations, but in which the negotiations broke
down when one of the parties decided to discontinue them.
Free Methodist - Wesreyan Methodist. Twice in this century these two de-
9 10
nominations have tried to unite, from 1903 to 1919 and from 1943 to 1955. The
^The Constitution and Manual of the United Missionary Church, op. cit. ,
p. 9; Everek R. Storms, History of the United Missionary Church (Elkhart, Indiana:
Bethel Publishing Company, 1958), pp. 70-75.
9"Journal of the General Conference of the Free Methodist Church" (un
published) from 1907 to 1919; The Tentative Report of the Joint Commission of the
Wesleyan Methodist Church of America and the Free Methodist Church of NortR
America on Church Union (Syracuse, New York: The Wesley Press, 195l), p. 3.
There may hove been earlier informal conversations between these two bodies, but,
so far OS the present writer knows, this was the earliest instance of formal negotia
tions.
^^roposed Discipline for the United Wesleyan Methodist Church (n. p.,
n. d.), "Foreword," pp. 2-3; and numerous other sources (see Chapter IV of this
paper).
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latter negotiations broke off when the 1955 General Conference of the Wesleyan
Methodist Church voted 62-96 to discontinue the Wesleyan Methodist delegation
to the Joint Commission. ^
^
Holiness Christian Church -�Indiana Miami Reserve Christian Conference.
These negotiations, conducted "about twelve years ago," foiled to result in union.
Holiness Christian Church - Kentucky Christian Church (Christian Holi-
ness). No permanent union resulted from these conversations, held about the some
13
time OS those above with the Indiana Miami Reserve Christian Conference.
United Missionary Church� Missionary Church Association. A fraction of
a vote kept this merger from consummation. In 1959 the vote at the United Mis
sionary Church's General Conference was less than one short of the required two-
thirds majority, the actual vote being 59-31. An attempt was mode after the 1959
General Conference to reopen negotiations with the MCA, but the latter requested
no further negotiations be held pending the outcome of negotiations instigated be
tween the MCA and the Christian and Missionary Alliance (a merger attempt which,
incidently, foiled in 1963 when the MCA membership voted 65.86% in favor,
66.67% (two thirds) being required.
l^Minutes of the Twenty-ninth Quadrennial Session of the General Con
ference of the Wesleyan Methodist Church, 1955 (S/rocuse, New York: The Wesley
Press, 1955), p. 27; Questionnaire response from Rev. Garl Beaver, Secretary of
the Wesleyan Methodist Church.
^^Questionnaire response from Rev, Ira W. Bechtel of the Holiness Christian
Church.
l^lbid,
^^Questionnaire response from Geiger, loc. cit., and from Rev. Tillman
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Evangelical Methodists� Churches of Christ in Christian Union. These
two NHA denominations conducted merger negotiations in the 1950's, but these
broke down in 1959.^5
Evangelical Methodists� United Missionary Church. While the original
plan was to hove the final decision made by the Evangelical Methodist General
Conference in 1966, the two EMC annual conferences hove petitioned the General
Conference to terminate negotiations. According to the Reverend Ralph A. Von
derwood, EMC General Superintendent, the matter is still pending and o vote will
be token in 1966, but no Fraternal Committee meetings hove been held since lost
summer. Dr. Geiger, UMC General Superintendent, has described the UMC-EMC
merger attempt as "a dead Issue. "l'^
Thus there hove been six attempted mergers, involving six NHA churches
and three non-NHA churches.
Hobegger, President of the Missionary Church Association; Proceedings of the
General Conference of the United Missionary Church, February 25 - March 2, 1959,
p. 59 (cf. p. 57); Proceedings of the Nineteenth General Conference, United
Missionary Church, February 27 - "March 5, 1962, pp. 17, 38; "Merger Lost by
1%," Gospel Banner, LXXXVI (February 14, 1963), p. 4.
^^Questionnaire response from Vonderwood, loc. cit,, and from Rev.
Melvin Maxwell, Assistant General Superintendent, Churches of Christ in Christian
Union,
'^Questionnaire responses from Geiger, loc, cit, , and Vonderwood, Ibc,
l^Ralph A, Vonderwood, personal letter to the writer, dated March 14,
1966.
l^Some of these six may not hove been affiliated with the NHA at the time
the negotiations were in progress; oil six ore so affiliated at present.
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Merger Negotiations Now In Progress
As of April, 1966, there were four attempts at merger in progress in
volving five denominations affiliated with the NHA and four not so affiliated.
Brethren in Christ� United Zion Church. The United Zion Church, not
affiliated with NHA, is o group which broke from the Brethren in Christ in the :
1850's.l9
Ohio, Kansas, Oregon, and Rocky Mountain Yearly Meetings of Friends.
This is to be on alliance of four of the more conservative Friends groups. The
Ohio and Rocky Mountain groups ore members of NHA.
Pilgrim Holiness Church� Wesleyan Methodists. The General Conferences
of these two bodies, scheduled for June, 1966, are to vote on merger.^'
Wesleyan Methodists� Reformed Baptist Alliance. The Wesleyons hove
been officially discussing merger with this small holiness group since 1964, The
Reformed Baptists ore located in New England and Canada,
'^Questionnaire responses from Dr, Owen Alderfer, Secretary, and
Bishop Henry Ginder, both of the Brethren in Christ Church,
^^Questionnaire responses from Rev, Lee, Clerk of the Rocky Mountain
Yearly Meeting of Friends, and Rev, Harold B, Winn, Clerk of the Ohio Yearly
Meeting of Friends.
Questionnaire responses from Beaver, loc, cit, , and Dr, B. H, Phoup,
General Superintendent of the Wesleyan Methodist Church; questionnaire response
and accompanying personal letter from Rev, Paul W, Thomas, General Superin
tendent of the Pilgrim Holiness Church,
uestionnaire response from Phoup, loc, cit,; B, H. Phaup, "Report
on Meiger," The Wesleyan Methodist, CXXIII Warch 4, 1964), p, 14,
75
Summary of Merger Attempts.
This survey reveals a total of 22 mergers either consummated, attempted
without success, or still pending. The breakdown is as follows:
Mergers consummated� 12
Unsuccessful Merger Attempts~6
Mergers pending�4
This survey is limited to merger negotiations involving NHA churches and
does not include the series of mergers which created such non-NHA holiness church
es OS the Church of the Nazarene.
In the merger negotiations cited above, it appears that in each case, with
out exception, both parties hod o virtually complete agreement on doctrine, all of
them adhering to what is commonly colled Wesleyan-Arminion theology. This was
probably the most bosic common denominator, although nearly oil these churches
were rather strongly influenced by Methodist (or Methodistic) revivalism in the late
nineteenth or early twentieth centuries. Today, most of these churches are more or
less Methodistic in polity.
II. INTERDENOMINATIONAL COOPERATION
It was noted in the historical sketch in Chapter llthot although there has
been interdenominational cooperation in the various holiness camp meetings, yet
the holiness denominations have grown up pretty much independent of each other
and without much close contact. In recent years, however, significant new cooper
ative ventures have developed involving most of the NHA denominations.
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Cooperative Associations
In oddition to holding membership in the Notional Holiness Association,
it is riot unusual to find the NHA denominations participating in other interdenom
inational cooperative associations. At least nine of these denominations are mem
bers of the Notional Association of Evangelicals.^^ Some were charter members,
and some holiness leaders hove served as president of NAE. Most of these churches
cooperate with NAE's Evangelical Foreign Missions Association.'^'* With the ex
ception of the Salvation Army, there is almost no cooperation, however,
with the
National or World Council of Churches.
Publications
Probably the most significant cooperation in recent years has been in the
area of publishing. Dr. Lloyd H. Knox of Light and Life Press feels the
increased
cooperation among holiness publishers in the last decade has been remarkable.
Several of the NHA denominations ore members of the Holiness Denomi
national Publications Association. But the biggest step so far has been o coopera
tive publishing program sponsored by six of the holiness denominations
under a com
mittee called the Joint Editorial Advisory Council. Denominations cooperating in
23National Association of Evangelicals, The Story of Evangelical Coopej:a-
tion (Pamphlet; Wheoton, Illinois: Notional Association of Evongelicols, n. d,).
24"Quality Missions," United Evangelical Action, XXV (March, 1966),
p. 4.
25Lloyd H. Knox, personal interview, held at Wilmore, Kentucky, Jon-
uary 26, 1966,
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this venture are the United Missionary Church, Evangelical Methodists, Wesleyan
Methodists, Free Methodists, Pilgrim Holiness Church, and the Nozorenes. This
group publishes, among other items, the Aldersgate Biblical Series (Sunday school
manuals using the inductive approach)^ Aldersgate Teen Topics, and Aldersgate
Bible school materials.
These denominations ore moving in the direction of greater cooperation
in publishing with the possibility of formulating o united publishing program.
Bishops, general superintendents, publishers, and editors of the denominations
represented on the Joint Editorial Advisory Council met in December, 1964, to
consider the possibility of o united program. ^j. ^}^f^f meeting a number of "pre
liminary proposals" for such o unified program were presented. Among other things,
these proposals colled for a common Sunday school curriculum, including take-home
papers; a common youth curriculum; a quarterly devotional magazine; a common ad
vertising agency; and united committees on music, book publishing, and promotion.
Three alternative proposals were presented for cooperative production methods and
procedures. 2^
^^Questionnaire responses from Geiger, Beaver, Vonderwood, and Denbo,
loc. cit.
'Personal letter from Lloyd H. Knox, Publisher for the Free Methodist
Church, to writer, dated October 25, 1965; "Denominotions Meet to Discuss Pub
lishing Programs," The Wesleyan Methodist, CXXI I February 3, 1965), p. 78.
^^Lloyd H, Knox, "Preliminary Proposals to the Joint Denominational
Exploratory Committee on a United Publishing Program," October, 1964 (Mimeo
graphed), pp. 2-5.
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The work of this meeting continues through o number of committees.
At this stage it does not seem likely, however, that the publishing interests of
30
these churches will be omolgomated in the immediate future.
Through the Holiness Denominational Publications Association there is a
shoring of some Sunday school literature by most of the NHA churches. The
Wesleyan Methodist and Pilgrim Holiness churches hove combined one of their
take-home Sunday school papers.
Plans ore now underway to set up o joint commission of the Pilgrim Holi
ness, Wesleyan Methodist, and Free Methodist churches to prepare and publish a
joint hymnal. The hymnal Hymns of the living Faith is the work of a joint
Wesleyan-Free Methodist commission and has been the official hymnal of these
churches since 1951.
Missions
Questionnaire responses reveal that at least five of the NHA churches co
operate with other denominations in some aspect of missions, and
it is certain that
33
the extent of missionary cooperation is greater than these reports would indicate.
2^Knox, personal letter, loc. cit.
^^Knox, personal interview, loc. cit.
'Questionnaire responses from Maxwell, Vonderwood, Boyd, Denbo,
Abbott, Geiger, Beaver, Phoup, Ginder, Winn, Thomos, and Lee, loc. cit.
^^Knox, personal interview, loc. cit.
^^Questionnaire responses from Alderfer, Ginder, Winn, Boyd, and Phaup,
loc. cit.
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Cooperation of evangelical groups on the mission field is, of course, very common,
although such cooperation does not always represent o formal cooperative program
on the port of the official organization os o whole.
Several of the NHA denominations ore members of the Evangelical For
eign Missions Association, an association related to the NAE,^^
Education
Although there has been some cooperation in the publishing of educational
materials, the NHA denominations hove os yet hod little cooperotion at the level
of higher education. Three interesting exceptions, however, con be noted:
Central Pilgrim College of Bartlesville, Oklahoma, o Pilgrim Holiness in
stitution, is the result of institutional mergers related to the history of the Pilgrim
Holiness Church. Three educational institutions, each founded by a different de-
nomination, contributed to the making of this school.
In 1947, the Holiness Evangelistic Institute of El Monte, California, o
school of the Holiness Church, merged with Pilgrim Bible College, a Pilgrim Holi
ness school begun by the Pilgrim Church before its union with the PHC in 1922, This
school merger took place the some year the Holiness Church and the Pilgrim Holi
ness Church united. In 1955 the name was changed to Western Pilgrim College.
^^"Quoliiy Missions," loc. cit.
'^^"An Historical Overview of Central Pilgrim College," 5 pp. (Typewrit
ten), included as port of "Schedule A" in "Schedules, Accrediting Association of
Bible Colleges" (unpublished) for Central Pilgrim College. Accrediting Association
of Bible Colleges, Fort Wayne, Indiana (n. d.).
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In 1959 Colorado Springs Bible College, o school started by the People's
Mission Church before that group joined the Pilgrim Holiness Church, was moved
to Bartlesville, Oklahoma, and the name was changed to Central Pilgrim College.
In 1960, Western Pilgrim College united with Central Pilgrim College on
the Bartlesville campus, the name Central Pilgrim College being retained.
Azuso Pacific College, Azuso, California, is somewhat unique in that it
is supported by six separate denominations and is the result of the recent merger of
two schools.
Azusa College hod for several years been supported by the Evangelical
Methodists, Wesleyan Methodists, Salvation Anny, Missionary Church Association,
and United Missionary Church. In 1965 Los Angeles Pacific College, a regionally-
accredited college affiliated with the Free Methodist Church, merged with Azusa to
create Azuso Pacific College� thus creating on interdenominational school spon
sored by six denominations, five of which ore NHA-offiliotes.^^ Although for
LAPC this was o way out of financial difficulties, yet both schools brought to the
merger certain strengths, making a stronger school than either was previously and
tending to relieve the "over-schooling" problem among the holiness churches.
Wessington Springs Academy, a Free Methodist institution which recently
discontinued its junior college program, has been considering o possible union with
uestionnaire response from Vonderwood, loc. cit.; George Ford,
"The Azusa-LAPC Mejger Story," The Free MethodisTTXCVIII (November 23,
1965) pp. 16-17; "Merger of Azusa College and Los Angeles Pacific College,"
The Wesleyan Methodist, CXXII (May 26, 1965) p. 13,
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a Wesleyan Methodist and possibly another Free Methodist high school.
Other Areas of Cooperation
Some NHA churches cooperate in such areas oS social concern, evange
lism, and youth programs. The Wesleyan Methodists and, more recently, the Pil-
38
grim Holiness Church, hove adopted the Christian Youth Crusaders program for
intermediate youth begun by the Free Methodist Church,
There is very little genuine joint endeavor along any of these lines, how
ever, at present,
III. THE NEW FEDERATION PROPOSAL
At its annual convention in Detroit in the spring of 1965, the National
Holiness Association passed o recommendation which read, in port:
Inasmuch as it is apparent that there is on evident desire among church
men of the Wesleyan-Arminion persuasion to increase the tempo of
cooperation in fellowship, formal denominational enterprises, and
church federation consultation. ,�we therefore recommend: that the
leadership of the churches and interdenominational movements now in
the NHA be invited as soon os circumstances warrant in o conference
to explore the possibilities of church federation. ^9
"^^Robert F. Andrews, conversation with the writer held at Winona Lake,
Indiana, February 21, 1966, Mr, Andrews was president of Wessington Springs
before becoming Director and Speaker of the Light and Life Hour radio broadcast.
^^"The General Board Meets," Pilgrim Holiness Advocate, XLV (June 12,
1965) p. 2; "Spotlight on CYC," Pilgrim Holiness Advocate, XLV (March 20, 1965)
p. 13.
^^"Proposed Federation of Holiness Churches," news release from the
National Holiness Association, Marion, Indiono, n. d., p. 1.
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Since then plans have gone forward for such a conference. A special
committee appointed by the NHA met in Chicago on October 12 and 13, 1965, to
plan for the conference. As a result of action by this committee ond of further
action taken at the 1966 NHA convention the following guidelines for the federa
tion conference hove been agreed uponr^O
1. November 30-December 2, 1966, will be the dates of the conference
and Chicago will be the place.
2. Possible federation in four areas will be explored: administration.
Christian higher education, missions, and publications.
3. Delegates to the conference will be invited according to the follow
ing formula:
a) General superintendents (or bishops), heads of departments or execu
tive officers from each denominational board or major committee, and
o representative from each such board or committee, of each denomi
nation affiliated with NHA. Also invited to send delegates on the
some basis ore the following groups not affiliated with NHA: Church
of the Nozorene, Congregational Methodist Church, Holiness Metho
dist Church, Missionary Church Association, Oregon Yearly Meeting
of Friends, and Kansas Yearly Meeting of Friends.
b) The president, academic dean, and one board member from each col-
Report of Church Federation Study Conference Planning Committee
Meeting," Report to the Executive Committee of the Notional Holiness Association,
November 9, 1965.
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lege and seminary affiliated with an NHA denomination or inde
pendently associated with NHA.
c) Three official representatives from the World Gospel Mission and
the Oriental Missionary Society,
The following leadership for the conference on federation was nomed:^'
Chairman� Bishop Myron F. Boyd
Missions�Dr. Arthur Climenhogo
Publications�Dr. Lloyd H, Knox
Education�Dr. Everett L, Cattell
Administration�Dr. Kenneth E, Geiger
The basic idea of a holiness federation is explained by Bishop Boyd:
The Federation of Holiness Churches is for fellowship, for united plan
ning and operation where overhead con be cut down and where more effect
ive service con be rendered in our various fields,,.. In the Federation,
each denomination would maintain its own identity but would have a num
ber of official delegates to a conference and official members on o board
which would act for the Federation, 42
Membership in the federation would be open to colleges and seminaries,
and to independent missionary societies, in addition to denominations.. Presumably
it might be possible for local or district units of o denomination to identify with the
federation, even if the denomination os a whole did not do so,^
^'"Minutes, Executive Committee, Notional Holiness Association, Morion,
Indiana, November 9, 1965," pp, 4-5; Myron F. Boyd, personal letter, doted
March 3, 1966,
^^Boyd, personal letter, loc cit.
^Ibid.
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It seems to be implicit in this venture that it is a step in the direction of
the merger of a number of the NHA denominations. Bishop Boyd writes, "We do
not know that the Federation would lead to merger, but there is a strong possibility
that it could do so in a few years.
"^
Inasmuch as the Notional Holiness Association is sponsoring and promoting
this federation proposal, the move raises questions concerning the whole role of the
NHA, as well as the question as to what effect o holiness federation would hove on
the NHA. This matter will be discussed in some detail in o later chopter,^^
SUMMARY
This survey indicotes that there is o new impulse toward unity and union
among the NHA churches. Following the flurry of mergers which took place as
various independent and semi-independent groups coalesced after the holiness re
vivals in the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, there were few if any
mergers or merger attempts until the late 1940's. Of the twenty-two mergers and
attempted mergers noted in this chapter, eight occurred before 1926. Of the re
maining fourteen, thirteen have occurred since 1950. While only three of the
twelve successful mergers have token place in recent years, the present situation
suggests the possibility of several mergers in the near future.
A new impulse toward unity seems to be borne out by the survey of various
kinds of interdenominational cooperation within the holiness churches as well. The
45see Chapter Vlll, pp. 337-339.
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National Association of Evangelicals and the Evangelical Foreign Missions Associa
tion ore relatively recent developments. The present significant cooperation in
publishing among holiness groups was virtually non-existent ten years ago. Coop
eration in such areas os education and missions, even limited as it is today, seems
to bear out the trend. Finally, the readiness of NHA bodies to launch into a study
of federation possibilities indicates a changed situation today.
It may be instructive for an understanding of the whole question of unity
among holiness churches to examine in some detail some of the merger negotiations
noted in this chapter. The next three chapters deal with three of the more recent
merger attempts involving NHA denominations.
CHAPTER IV
FREE METHODIST -WESLEYAN METHODIST NEGOTIATIONS, 1943-1955
Both the Wesleyon Methodist Church and the Free Methodist Church trace
their origin back to the period 1830-1860. Both thoroughly Methodist in doctrine
and in other respects, there have, nevertheless, been significant differences be
tween the two groups from the very beginning.
In 1900 the Wesleyons numbered slightly over 17,000, as compared to
28,588 Free Methodists. Wesleyan Methodist total membership (U, S, and Canada)
in 1964 was 48,417, as compared to Free Methodist total membership (U. S. and
Canada) of 62,590, '
It is to be expected that, in the course of a century of history, |-hese two
similar groups of Methodists should attempt to unite. This chapter undertakes to
study the most significant such attempt, which occurred between 1943 and 1955, but
which was ultimately unsuccessful. It may be helpful first, however, to note some
thing of the earlier history of Free Methodist - Wesleyan Methodist conversations,
I. EARLIER HISTORY
While there probably hod been informal contacts on the subject of union
hra Ford McLeister and Roy S, Nicholson, History of the Wesleyan Meth
odist Church of America (revised edition; Syracuse, New York: The Wesley Press,
1951), p, l34rMinutes, 1900, of the Free Methodist Church; Editor's Statistical
Report in The Wesleyan Methodist, CXXII (January 6, 1965), pp, 8-9; Yearbook
1964 of the Free Methodist Church (Winona Lake, Indiana: The Free Methodist
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on earlier occasions, the first formal negotiations between the Free Methodists and
the Wesleyan Methodists occurred between 1907 and 1915.
In 1903, Wilson T. Hogue, General Superintendent (later Bishop) of the
Free Methodist Church, was present at the Wesleyan Methodist General Conference.
In an address Hogue suggested, "wholly on my own responsibility," the possible
2union of the two churches. In response, the Wesleyons passed a motion "that the
Book Committee be authorized to appoint a committee of not less than five, whose
duty it shall be to consider the relation that exists between us and the Free Metho
dist Church whenever their appointing body shall see fit to appoint a like commit
tee."^
Since the 1903 quadrennial General Conference of the Free Methodist
Church hod already been held, this Wesleyan action did not officially come before
the Free Methodist General Conference until 1907. However the 1907 General
Conference, in response to the Wesleyan Methodist overture, passed the following
resolution:
Whereas, The Wesleyan Methodist Connection of America have been
accustomed to elect a delegate to quadrennially bear fraternal greetings
to our general conferences; and
Whereas, Their lost general conference authorized their book com
mittee to choose o special committee to confer with a special committee
Publishing House, 1964). See the Chart of Church Growth, Appencix C of this paper,
"^McLeister and Nicholson, o�. crt. , p. 138.
3The Tentative Report of the Joint Commission of the Wesleyan Methodist
Church of America and the Free Methodist Church of North America on Church
Union (Syracuse, New York: The Wesley Press, 1951), p. 3.
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of the Free Methodist Church relative to the matter of bringing the
two denominations into closer affiliation and cooperation in the spread
of Bible holiness and the promotion of all worthy reforms, whenever
our executive committee shall hove appointed such o committee; there
fore.
Resolved, (1) That we here elect a fraternal delegate to represent
us at their general conference to be held next year.
Resolved, (2) That we also authorize and instruct our executive
committee to appoint o committee of five to consider with a like com
mittee from the Wesleyan body on the matter of a closer affiliation of
the two denominations in their work.,^
Following the Wesleyan Methodist General Conference of 1907, at which
this action by the Free Methodists was noted, the Wesleyan Methodist Board ap
pointed a committee to meet with the Free Methodists.^
These two committees met Jointly during the quodrennium 1907-11. "The
meetings were very fraternal, and in the most friendly way oil questions were freely
discussed bearing upon the subject of federation, and possible union in the more
remote future," Hogue wrote loter.^
The work of the joint committee was hampered during the quodrennium by
illness and accident. Several study pqDers on various aspects of the union problem
were written by individual committee members, but due to the absence of ill and
injured committeemen these papers received no consideration by the joint commit
tee,''
^"Journal of the General Conference of the Free Methodist Church"
(unpublished) for 1907, pp. 286-287,
5Th e Tentative Report, loc cit,
<^il son T, Hogue, History of the Free Methodist Church of North Ameri-
ca (Chicago: The Free Methodist PublTshing House, 1915), II, 217.
''McLeister and Nicholson, o�, cit. , p. 155,
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The two committees presented o report, however, to their respective gen
eral conferences in 1911o In their report they noted virtually no difference be
tween the two groups in doctrine and approach to the Scriptures. Major differences
noted were: (1) the Free Methodists hod o general superintendency consisting of
four bishops whereas the Wesleyons hod no general superintendency; (2) the Free
Methodists prohibited instrumental music in their services, the Wesleyons did not;
(3) the two systems of pastoral placement were considerably different, the FM sys
tem being appointive compared to the "coll" system among the Wesleyons; and
(4) several differences regarding ministerial ordination, manner of church voting,
and similar matters.^
Bishop Hogue presented this report^ to the Free Methodist General Con
ference and it was referred to a special committee for study. Something of the
attitudes and viewpoints current at the time con be ascertained by the report which
this committee brought bock to the floor of the conference. The report read, in
port:
There should, it seems to us, be a mutual consideration of the un
avoidable issues involved in the contemplated union, for the purpose of
oscertoining as speedily as possible the ultimatum of both parties respect
ing the terms of federation.
If concessions requisite are too great to be mode or the terms proposed
would be permanently embarrassing, it hod best be known early that our
Q
The Tentative Report, loc. cit.
^Apparently it was essentially the some report that was given to both 191 1
general conferences.
'^"Journal of the General Conference of the Free Methodist Church"
(unpublished) for 1911, p. 66.
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aitentlon be not diverted from our own important interests nor either
party be kept on tension.
If, on the other hand, our interests can be blended so effectually
OS to secure perfect harmony in doctrine, church polity and the ethics
of Christianity enabling us to loin hands in precept and practise, it
would seem that the subsidiary matter of adjusting our business interests
might be arranged without great difficulty.
However, we conclude that this general conference should say
whether, in view of the fact that so little progress has been mode, the
federation committee should be continued.
We would recommend that if appointed, the committee proceed
definitely along specific lines and report results to the Executive Com
mittee during the ensuing quodrennium,
The two committees were continued by the general conferences of 191 1,
but no further progress was realized. Bishop Hogue, the Free Methodist committee
chairman, contacted A, T. Jennings, chairman of the Wesleyan committee, after
the general conferences and suggested to him that
,,oOn account of some things that hod been said by some of their &he
Wesleyan Methodist committee] members in the former meeting of our
two committees that it seemed to me and to us as o denomination that
the initiative of o new meeting of the two committees should be token
by the Wesleyan Methodist Connection,
Jennings agreed and promised to work for further negotiations, but his
death in 1913, coupled with the continuing illness of Bishop Hogue and on opporent
lock of real enthusiasm for union on the port of at least some of the Wesleyons,
halted further progress. No joint committee meetings were held during the quod
rennium; 1911-15.
^'^
11 Ibid., pp, 137-138,
1 2
Report of Bishop W, T, Hogue os reported in "Journal of the General
Conference of the Free Methodist Church" (unpublished) for 1915, pp, 213-214,
l^lbid.; Hogue, loc, cit,; McLeister and Nicholson, loc, cit.
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The 1915 Free Methodist General Conference tried to revive the nego
tiations. A committee of three was appointed to negotiate with the Wesleyons with
the intention that o basis for union would be drown up and submitted to the 1919
general conferences for approval. A statement (all one sentence) was drown up
for presentation to the Wesleyan Methodist General Conference which read, in
part:
...considering the fact that the Wesleyan and Free Methodist denomi
nations occupy the some ground respecting the great doctrine which
Mr. Wesley declared Methodism was raised up to promote, it has seemed
to us in these days of amalgamated associations, when the world and
worldly religions have by federation augmented their strength and ore
becoming formidable barriers to the progress of the character of piety
which we as sister denominations feel called of God to promote, and ob
serving the need of unification against competitors who cheapen the
glorious doctrine of entire holiness, it has seemed to us that. , . it would
be desirable to unite the forces of these two Wesleyonic bodies, and
recognizing that because of differences in polity and custom, some bar
riers to this desired end naturally present themselves we hove deemed it
both wise and courteous to continue consideration with you of the whole
subject of the federation of these two bodies, and hereby send to you
the most kindly fraternal greetings and propose to your honorable body
the careful consideration of the matter by o joint committee of the two
churches in the hope that there may at least be formulated some tentative
plans OS 0 possible basis of union between these two holiness organiza
tions.
Bishop William Peqrce, chairman of the new FM committee, contacted
representatives of the Wesleyan Methodist Connection following the 1915 General
Conference in an attempt to arrange o joint meeting. The reply of the Wesleyons
l^Hogue, og^. cit., pp. 234-235.
'^"Journal of the General Conference of the Free Methodist Church" for
1915, pp. 226-227. The tone of this statement reveals the Free Methodist Church
at this time was definitely more secf-type than church-type.
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was, "Do you think that the present committees could succeed where the very able
joint committee of the lost quodrennium failed?"'^ Peorce reported to the 1919
FM General Conference, "The answer of your committee of course corresponded
with the sentiment of the question thus given and the incident was amicably closed."
Thus the situation was to remain until 1943.
II. BEGINNINGS OF THE 1943-55 ATTEMPT
The general conferences of the Wesleyan Methodist and Free Methodist
churches in this century were held the some years every fourth year through 1955.
In 1943, the Free Methodists convened their General Conference early in June and
the Wesleyan Methodists met o few weeks afterword.
At the FM General Conference a committee was set up to study the possi
bility of closer relationships with evangelical churches. The committee brought back
the following report, reproduced here in part:
We further recommend that this General Conference extend to those
denominations whose doctrines and ethics are in harmony with Wesley's
"Plain Account of Christian Perfection" and by practice and conformity
renounce the world for the way of the Cross, especially the Wesleyan
Methodist Connection, the Pilgrim Holiness Church, the Church of the
Nozorene, ond any others who ore Methodist in doctrine and practice
. .., a proposition for a closer federation of holiness churches which
shall seek to ovoid overlapping, promote a greater understanding, char
ity, and fellowship, thus cooperating to more fully spread the message
"Report of the Committee on Federation of the Wesleyan Methodist and
Free Methodist Churches to the 1919 Free Methodist General Conference, as re
ported in the "Journal of the General Conference of the Free Methodist Church"
(unpublished) for 1919, pp. 423-424,
'^Ibid.
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of full solvoHon throughout bur land and the whole world.
And we further recommend, that the General Conference elect a
committee of five,, , ,who shall study the question and should any of
these denominations respond favorably and set up like committees, plan
o joint meeting and formulate plans and report to the Board of Adminis
tration for further action,
This report was adopted, with the substitution of the word "fellowship" for
19"federation. " A committee of five was elected, and this committee was specifi
cally instructed "...to investigate the possibility of o union of the Wesleyan Metho
dist Connection and the Free Methodist Church, and. ,, authorized to work to bring
about such o union." "
A similar committee of five to seek union with other bodies of similar faith
was elected by the Wesleyan Methodists in their General Conference the same sum
mer. These two committees functioned jointly os the Joint Commission of the Wes
leyan Methodist and Free Methodist churches. The membership in 1943, and for
most of the years during which negotiations were conducted, was os follows:
Free Methodist: Bishop Leslie R, Morston (Chairman of the FM committee
and Chairman of the Joint Commissior^, Bishop Charles V. Foirbairn, C, L, Howlond,
A. W, Secord, and M, L, Barton.
18"Journal of the General Conference of the Free Methodist Churchy
(unpublished) for 1943, p. 694.
'9lbid,
20|bid,, pp, 701-702; cf, Howard W, VonValin, "The Twenty-First Ses
sion of the General Conference of the Free Methodist Church of North America,"
The Free Methodist, LXXVI (June 25, 1943), p, 9,
2'L. R. Marston, "Closer Relationships with the Wesleyan Methodist Church,"
The Free Methodist LXXX (July 11, 1947), p. 5.
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Wesleyan Methodist: Roy S. Nicholson (Chairman of the WM committee),
F. R. Eddy, W. F. McConn, John D. Williams, and Stephen W. Peine (secretary
22
of the Joint Commission).
The organizing meeting of the Joint Commission was held in the Roberts
23
Pork Methodist Church, Indianapolis, Indiana, on April 21, 1944,
III. DEVELOPMENTS, 1943-47
The first four years of Free Methodist
- Wesleyan Methodist negotiations
were largely ones of exploration and study. During these years there were five of
ficial meetings of the Joint Commission, plus numerous committee meetings. The
chronicle of these five commission meetings pretty well covers the history of the
progress in these first four years.
First Joint Commission Meeting
Several significant actions were token at the first Joint Commission meet
ing in April, 1944, These reveal something of the basic presuppositions underlying
the later work of the Commission,
Need for greater contact and understanding. From the first the Joint
Com
mission recognized that there existed o great deal of ignorance on the part
of each
denomination toward the other, and that union could be realized only as this ig-
22"General Conference Legislation," The Wesleyan Methodist, C
(July 14, 1943), p. 6,
^^Proposed Discipline for the United Wesleyan Methodist Church (n. p.:
n. n. , n. d.) p. 2.
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norance was dispelled and a solid foundation of mutual understanding and appre
ciation built up. At the firsf Joint Commission meeting this matter received con
siderable attention, and the Commission voted to try to promote steps that would
lead to greater mutual understanding. Dr. Roy S. Nicholson, commenting on the
first Commission meeting, wrote:
The rank and file of our people need to develop on appreciation for the
distinctive features of our sister holiness groups, and rise into o perfect
fellowship with them instead of "o lukewarm toleration of other's pe
culiarities. " Let us beware of ungrounded prejudices and blind miscon-
j.� 24
ceptions.
And the remark of F, R. Eddy, Wesleyan Methodist Connectionol Agent, that the
people in the two churches should "lay aside some of our preconceived notions,
that ore based on what we heard thirty years ago, " seems to typify the attitude of
the Joint Commission. In the same article Eddy went on to observe.
There is no use talking about Union without o better and more
understanding acquaintance. This is fundamental, . Letus not
lean bock and soy we tried it and failed once, therefore we cannot
do it now.^^
And Eddy had observed in on earlier article.
There ore some fundamental necessities that must be met if any
practical benefit ever comes from this study. ... First, we must become
better acquainted with each other than we ever hove been up to the
present. . , , There must be o spirit of fraternity and cooperation if we
ever hope to unite our general activities in the work of World Evange
lism which both Churches so greatly desire to see advanced. This is the
24Roy S. Nicholson, "The Joint Commission Meeting," The Wesleyan
Methodist, CI (May 17, 1944), p. 2.
25f. R. Eddy, "The Agent's Letter," The Wesleyan Methodist, Cll
(May 23, 1945), p. 16.
26|bid,
96
first necessity that the Joint Commission sees and is urging, ^7
Specifically/ the Joint Commission ot its first meeting suggested the fol
lowing ways in which o genuine bond of unity might be established between the
two denominations: (1) exchange of speakers in revival meetings, conference and
school gatherings, and youth rallies; (2) exchange of publicity through the denom
inational papers; (3) cooperation in the publishing programs of the two churches;
(4) the exchange of fraternal delegates ot the annual conference level; and
(5) cooperation in the courses of study for ministers, ^8
In keeping with these suggestions, the Commission adopted the following
resolution:
WHEREAS, after o frank consideration of the major involvements,
the Joint Commission ore encouraged to believe that there ore no
barriers to the ultimate organic union of the two churches which are
necessarily unsurmountoble, provided that the two constituencies be
come better acquainted with each other's fundamental principles; and,
WHEREAS, it is the consensus of the Joint Commission that in the
meantime the work of God con be promoted more effectively by the
closer co-ordination of the respective activities of each body; there
fore.
Be It Resolved by the Joint Commission that we urge upon our
administrative bodies that in oil matters of common interest there be
the closest collaboration; and that we urge upon our people everywhere
on exchange of fellowship in local, district, and other devotional and
evangelistic gatherings, which we urge all our people to attend, ^9
27f, Ro Eddy, "A Statement on Church Union," The Wesleyan Methodist,
CI (June 14, 1944) p. 2� (Words underscored were italicized in the original article,)
^^Leslie R, Marston and Stephen W, Paine, "First Meeting of Joint Com
mission of Wesleyan and Free Methodist Churches," The Free Methodist, LXXVII
(May 12, 1944, p, 5, The some report was carried under the title "First Meeting of
Joint Commission's Official Acts" in The Wesleyan Methodist, CI (May 17, 1944),
p. 2.
29|bid.
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Later developments were to demonstrate how crucial the building of a
grass-roots base for merger was. The Commission rightly evaluated the situation in
emphasizing this matter. As will be noted, some progress was mode along these
lines OS time went on, but it was o big undertaking and was only partially success
ful,
"Go Slow" attitude. From the very first meeting onward, there appears ,
to hove been o more or less conscious "go slow" attitude on the part of the Joint
Commission. While this attitude was sparked partially out of concern for thorough
ness, and partially out of a desire to see o greater unity of the two churches devel
op, there also was the fear that too much might be given up by one or the other of
the groups if progress was too rapid. Dr. Nicholson, then editor of The Wesleyan
Methodist, noted.
It is not expected that such a course as is proposed con be accom
plished at once, since there ore difficulties to be faced and costs to be
counted. But such a proposed course merits a most careful study because
it is freighted with great possibilities for each group. It colls for an
oppreciotion of the best traditions of each group, and a willingness to
put God's glory and the efficient promotion of His work above mere de
nominational traditions or personal preferences. , . .
, ..whatever the result of our efforts be, what is done must possess
and express the essential characteristics of each body. 30
Characteristically, the statement by the Wesleyan Connectionol Agent on
this subject, F. R. Eddy, was stronger and more blunt:
This sort of study cannot be rushed nor con the progress be very
clearly described for some considerable time, ,,,
. . . this work is a slow process and cannot be done in a hurry.
"^^Nicholson, 0�, c[t., pp, 1-2,
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No decisions con be orrived at before the next General Conference.
If a way seems to be found that seems to avoid the yielding of any
essential point or principle, then this plan will be presented and fully
discussed.*^ 1
The above statements come from Wesleyan Methodist members of the Joint
Commission, which may indicate this reticence and fear of yielding too much was
somewhat stronger among the Wesleyons than among the Free Methodists, although
it existed among both groups. Loter developments would seem to substantiate this
conclusion, as would the history of the earlier union attempt, chronicled above.
This attitude would point toward the conclusion that both these denomina
tions still were essentially sect-type in 1943, the Wesleyons being somewhat more
sectarian than the Free Methodists. This conclusion is further indicated by the fact
that such o self-conscious reticence has not generally been a characteristic of mer-
ger considerations among major Protestant (more fully church-type) denominations.
Committee Assignments. The mojor action by the Joint Commission at this
first meeting concerning the negotiations themselves, was the division of the task of
exploring denominational differences and similarities under various headings and the
assignment of these topics to small study committees composed of Commission mem
bers. The work of these committees was to provide the basis for the next meeting of
the Joint Commission.
"^'Eddy, "A Statement on Church Union," loc. cit. (Words underscored
were italicized in the original article.)
^^Supro, pp. 86-92.
'^'^See, e. g., the cose studies in Nils Ehrenstrom and Walter G. Muelder
(eds.), Institutionalism and Church Unity (New York: Association Press, 1963).
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Second Joint Commission Meeting
The Joint Commission met for the second time in the foil of 1944. The
principol concern of the meeting was to hear the reports of the study committees
and begin a study of the specific problems involved in merger.
Dividing the problem areas into doctrine, conduct, and polity, the Com
mission found there was essential agreement in the first two areas but considerable
divergence in the third area. From this point on, polity was the major concern of
the Commission.
In the area of polity, four problems appeared that were to remain central
throughout the twelve-year history of the negotiations. These were: (1) ministerial
placement, (2) conference boundaries and local church location, (3) control of
denominational schools, and (4) general superintendency.
One would expect the issues of general superintendency, ministerial place
ment, and the relation of the denomination to the conference and the local church,
in particular, to be crucial matters with the Wesleyan Methodists because of the
issues prominent in their origin, as noted in Chapter II. Particularly this would be
expected regarding the general superintendency, considering Orange Scott's prob
lems with Bishop Hedding (and vice verso) and original Wesleyan Methodism's sharp
^4"The Second Meeting of Joint Commission," The Wesleyan Methodist,
CI (December 6, 1944), p. 2.
35|bid.
'^^Ibid.; Roy S. Nicholson, "The Joint Commission Meets Again," The
Wesleyan Methodist, CI (November 22, 1944), p. 1.
100
break from episcopacy. ^7
That there remained, in 1944, considerable apprehension within Wesleyan
Methodism toward a general superintendency, and that the Free Methodist general
superintendency was only o limited episcopacy, may be seen by Dr. Nicholson's
comment on the subject following the second Commission meeting:
Hod it been possible for our people to hove heard the leaders of
the Free Methodist Church explain the limitations which surround the
general superintendents of that Church, they would hove understood
that in the practical application of its work, those superintendents
who ore called "bishops" ore not possessed of the powers that ore com
monly associated with that office in many minds. In fact their bishops
hove no more power in any instance than our Conference Presidents,
and not os much as our Conference Presidents in some other cases. 38
The net result of this second meeting was to clarify the problem areas and
to boost the optimism of the Joint Commission that union was possible if there be o
"will to union. "^9
Inter-church cooperation. It might be well to note here that about this
time several cooperative Wesleyan-Free Methodist enterprises took place at the
local and conference level. A joint WM-FM youth convention was held at Hough
ton, New York, in August, 1944, and again the following year. That the begin
ning of merger conversations provided the spark for these joint conventions is sug
gested by the 1944 invitation to the Free Methodist young people: "Come and let
us get closer together in the Lord in anticipation of what we hope will be in the
^^Suprg, pp. 21-22.
Op
^Nicholson, "The Joint Commission Meets Again," loc. cit.
39|bid.
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future. "40
Similarly, a joint Wesleyan-Free Methodist youth camp was held August
27 through September 3, 1945, at Turner, Oregon. 41 Also about this time the
Wesleyan and Free Methodist youth attending Asbury College and Asbury Theolog
ical Seminary in Wilmore, Kentucky, met together as o combined youth group. 42
It is to be noted that these ventures were the exception, rather than the
rule, and that they were sponsored by the youth of the two churches.
Third Joint Commission Meeting
The third Joint Commission meeting occurred in October, 1945, one year
after the second meeting. During the interim the study committees hod been work
ing, and their reports were reviewed and discussed.
Inter-Church Cooperation. The official report of this meeting notes that
in view of the importance of our two peoples becoming better acquainted
with each other through cooperative activities, the Commission devoted
a period of time to examining the extent to which such cooperative ef
forts have been carried on during recent months. 43
40George B. Hilson, "Wesleyan Young People's Society Invites Free Meth
odists to Join in Convention," The Free Methodist, LXXVII (July 21, 1944), p. 11;
George B, Hilson, "Free and Wesleyan Methodist Youth of Houghton Area to Meet
in Joint Convention," The Wesleyan Methodist, Clll (March 20, 1946), p. 8;
Dorothy M. Pritchard, "Free Methodist Youth Join in Area Convention," The
Wesleyan Methodist, Clll (October 9, 1946), p. 8.
'^'"Free and Wesleyan Methodist Youth Hold Joint Camp in Oregon,"
The Wesleyan Methodist, Cll (October 10, 1945), p. 10.
42Maria (Mrs. H.) Livingston, "Wesleyan and Free Methodist Youth At
Asbury Organize," The Wesleyan Methodist, Cll (April 17, 1946), p. 9.
43l. R. Marston, F. R, Eddy, and Stephen W. Paine, "Activities of Third
Joint Commission Meeting," The Wesleyan Methodist, Cll (Nov. 28, 1945), p. 2.
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Several joinl- camps and evangelistic meetings, in addition to those noted above,
were brought to the attention of the Commission, including a joint meeting spon
sored by the Oklahoma conferences of the two churches, a united evangelistic
campaign in Syracuse, New York, and joint youth camps in Minnesota.^
Two items receiving attention at this Commission meeting were the matters
of the denominational schools and the comparative geogrqjhicol distribution of the
two churches.
Denominational Schools. The study committee on church schools, com
posed of Bishop Marston and Dr. Stephen W. Paine, President of Houghton College,
recommended four general principles that might govern church-school policy in the
merged denomination: (1) that oil schools be placed under a system of definite de
nominational control; (2) that no existing institutions be arbitrarily eliminated, al
though constituencies should be reapportioned; (3) that the merger of some of the
existing schools be encouraged where such seems practical; and, (4) that, to reduce
competition, existing schools might develop complementary specialized emphases. ^5
The first of these principles was o definite movement in the direction of the
existing Wesleyan Methodist system. Free Methodist educational institutions have
"^Ibid.
45l. R. Marston and S. W. Paine, "Report of Committee on Church
Schools" (mimeographed), dated October 26, 1945, Included in "Joint Commission
on Merger, Wesleyan Methodist Connexion - Free Methodist Church, 'The United
Wesleyan Methodist Church of America': Papers, Notes, and Minutes from May 10,
1950 and on� (With Review of All Work, 1944-1950)" (unpublished). Filed in the
office of the Board of Bishops, Free Methodist World Headquarters, Winona Lake,
Indiana,
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always been basically independent from the church, receiving little financial sup
port from the denomination as such ond not being answerable to the general church
in any real sense. Ownership and control has remained in the hands of o regional,
semi-self-perpetuoting boord of trustees. In the Wesleyon Methodist system, how
ever, the general church board is the board of trustees of all the denominational
schools and must give opproval to the decisions and policies of the local board of
managers of each school,^
Comparative geographical distribution. The study committee on church
location reported to the Joint Commission the results of its study of the comparative
geographical distribution of the two denominations. In the main these were os fol
lows: (1) neither church is strong in New England; (2) the greatest Free Methodist
concentration is in the area east of the Mississippi and north of the Moson-Dixon
Line, especially in the Great Lakes area, and some of the largest WM conferences
ore also in this area; (3) there is fairly strong WM concentration, but very little
FM octivitiy, in the middle and southern states; (4) there is somewhat more Free
Methodist activity in the plains states but both have work in this area; (5) both
churches ore active on the West Coast, but the FM's ore more established; and (6)
there ore three FM conferences in Canada, compared to one Wesleyan conference,^^
^^Discipline of the Wesleyan Methodist Church of America (Morion,
Indiana: Wesleyan Methodist Publishing Association, 1964), Par. 382-395,
pp, 147-153.
4'^Report of the study committee on church location to the Joint Commission
(mimeographed), dated October 26, 1945, Included in "Joint Commission on
Merger,..," etc. , og^. cit.
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Fourth Joint Commission Meeiitig
The Joint Commission met for the fourth time o year later, in October,
1946, and gave attention primarily to the task of consolidating the preliminary
work of the previous years into a report to be submitted to the 1947 general con
ferences, A special committee composed of Bishop Marston, Bishop Fairboirn,
Dr, Eddy, and Dr, Nicholson was appointed to pinpoint specifically the problems
which would hove to be solved before union could be achieved, Additionol work
continued through the study committees,
Inter-church fellowship. Probably the greatest significance of the fourth
Commission meeting lies in the inter-church fellowship conference which immediate
ly preceded it.
As the outgrowth of on idea first projected by the chairmen of the two
committees composing the Joint Commission, approximately one hundred Wesleyan
Methodist and Free Methodist leaders met in Winona Lake, Indiana, October 22-24,
1946. Those invited to the conference included the general officers of the two
churches, one representotive from each annual conference, and the presidents of the
church schools, 4^
R, Marston, F, R, Eddy, and S, W, Paine, "Fourth Meeting of Joint
Commission, " The Free Methodist, LXXX (January 17, 1947), p, 5; L, R, Marston
and F, R, Eddy, "The Joint Commission Reports its Fourth Meeting" (the some re
port). The Wesleyan Methodist, Clll (December 25, 1946), p. 14.
^^Corl L, Howlond, "Inter-church Fellowship," The Free Methodist,
LXXIX (November 1, 1946), p. 4; Stephen W, Paine, "Free-Wesleyan Methodist
Interchurch Fellowship," The Wesleyan Methodist, Clll (November 13, 1946), p. 6;
"Report 6fWesleyan-Free Methodist Inter-church Fellowship" (mimeographed), p. 6,
included in "Joint Commission on Merger. . . ," etc. , og_, cit. The latter source re
ports specifically that ninety-three attended, in contrast to Howlond's higher estimate.
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The group met for fellowship, not for merger study. However the group
did formally recommend the following:
...the immediate creation of on affiliation or alliance by which we
may give a united witness and more satisfactory co-operate in the
direct promotion of holiness through our present denominations,
.,,that regional meetings be held throughout the borders of our
respective denominations for the purpose of further fostering the spirit
of fellowship and understanding, . . .
, , . that another general gathering of this nature be held. , . .^^
Unfortunately for the future of this merger attempt, apparently none of
these recommendations were carried out. This conference was held through the
initiative of the Joint Commission, and no committee or official body was specifi
cally charged with carrying out the recommendations once the fellowship conference
ended.
Fifth Joint Commission Meeting
The Joint Commission met one final time before the 1947 general confer
ences. This fifth meeting, held April 24-25, 1947, put the finishing touches on the
Joint Commission report to the general conferences and considered further some of
the problems involved in merger.^'
Denominational schools. At this meeting F, R, Eddy, the Wesleyan Meth
odist Connectionol Agent, presented a report entitled "Statement of Wesleyan Meth
odist Standards" which is of interest for its statement regording control of church
^0"Report of Wesleyan-Free Methodist Inter-church Fellowship," op, cit, ,
p, 6,
"Joint Commission Meeting," The Wesleyan Methodist, CIV (May 7,
1942), p. 2; The Tentative Report, o�, cit,, p, 5,
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schools. Said Eddy:
Since most great moves away from the fundamental faith in the
Word of God had their beginnings in school systems, therfore, the
control of all educational institutions of the Church should be vested
in 0 Denominational Board of Control and all educational property
should be owned and controlled by denominational trustees the some
OS church properties. Local boards of control should manage and ad
minister local institutions subject to the oversight and veto power of the
General Board of Education for the denomination. All local boards of
control should be representative of the constituency alloted [sic] to
the institution. They should be nominated by the conference interested,
but elected to their office by the General Board of Education for the
denomination.52
This, of course, was essentially a statement of the Wesleyan Methodist
system of school control. Clearly, Eddy was meaning to insist that the merged
church should follow the Wesleyan system.
The General Conferences of 1947
Both the Free Methodist and the Wesleyan Methodist general conferences
convened in June, 1947, and both were presented with essentially the some report
from the Joint Commission.
The 1947 Joint Commission Report. The report of the Joint Commission to
the general conferences of 1947 was principally o statement of the similarities and
differences of the two denominations, arranged under the heading of Doctrine, Con
duct, Church Polity, Church Property, and Miscellaneous Policies. To this were
appended o list of recommendations. In brief, this report noted the following
CO
F. R. Eddy, "Statement of Wesleyan Methodist Standards" (mimeographecD.
Included in "Joint Commission on Merger...," etc., op. cit.
^'^The 1947 report of the Joint Commission was carried in The Free Metho
dist under the title "closer Relationships with the Wesleyan Methodist Church,"
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similarities and differences in these various areas:
Doctrine. No essential difference, both firmly holding to Wesleyon-
Arminianism, including entire sanctification.
Conduct. Perfect agreement in principles; minor differences in specifics.
Polity. The Wesleyons ore somewhat congregational, the Free Methodists
more traditionally Methodistic. The main differences concern
ordination of women, the FM use of the title of "bishop," the
membership status of ministers, and ministerial placement.
Properly. Local church property is guaranteed to the denomination in
both churches, but in different ways; FM school property is not in
the hands of the church.
M iscel Igneous. Control of educational institutions is different (as noted
earlier in this chapter), and the FM's have restrictions on the use
of instrumental music.
The report included the following recommendations to the general confer
ences:
The advancement of Inter-Church Fellowship has been commendable and
the alliance of church interest is advancing well and should be pursued
to o fuller cooperation as fast as possible.
Following long study and conference on the question of church union
it is our consensus that merging of the two denominations is possible if
there be the will to union among our respective groups.
We recommend o continuation of the Joint Commission on Church
The Free Methodist, LXXX (July 11, 1947), pp. 5, 13. It was also reprinted in
1951 in The Tentative Report of the Joint Commission of the Wesleyan Methodist
Church of America and the Free Methodist Church of North America on Church
Union, pp. 4-6.
^'^Free Methodist limitations on instrumental music were considerably re
laxed ot the 1943 General Conference, were further moderated in 1947, and were
still further relaxed by the 1955 conference to the point that the issue is now left up
to the local church to decide. (See Leslie R. Marston, From Age to Age A Living
Witness (Winona Lake, Indiana: Light and Life Press, 1960)7 pp. "341^45.
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Union, seeking to secure on alliance of church operations pending such
time OS organic union may qapeor feasible.
We recommend that the Joint Commission appoint a Committee on
Church Comity to which shall be referred all questions of inter-church
relations in extension and location.
We further recommend that this General Conference instruct the
Joint Commission, if continued by mutual agreement of the two Quadren
nial Bodies, to present for the 1951 General Conferences a definite plan
of reorganizing os one the two denominations, without commitment to
opproval of union,
The Free Methodist General Conference, At the sitting of the Free Meth
odist General Conference on June 23, 1947, Bishop L, R, Marston presented the
report of the Joint Commission, The report was adopted os presented, apparently
without opposition, Thus the way was cleared, from the Free Methodist side, for
the continuation of merger talks.
The Wesleyan Methodist General Conference, The some report, in essence,
was presented to the Wesleyan Methodist General Conference and was adopted.
With the earlier approval of the Free Methodists, this action hod the effect of con
tinuing the Joint Commission for another quodrennium with the specific task, os
worded in the recommendations of the Commission, to prepare "for the 1951 General
Conferences a definite plan of reorganizing as one the two denominations, "^^
^%he Tentative Report, op. cit. , p. 6,
56"Journal of the General Conference of the Free Methodist Church" (un
published) for 1947, pp, 804-807; Carson E. Reber, "The Twenty-Second Session of
the General Conference of the Free Methodist Church of North America," The Free
Methodist, LXXX (July 4, 1947), p. 10. The General Conference Journal gives in
full the Joint Commission Report.
^^McLeister and Nicholson, History of the Wesleyan Methodist Church,
p. 249.
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This General Conference was significant for the merger negotiations from
another standpoint. A number of changes in the polity of the church were ordered,
the most significant ones for merger being: (1) the transformation of the office of
President of the General Conference to a full-time, year-round job, with increased
powers and duties; (2) the transformation of the Book Committee into the Board of
Administration, with on enlarged membership; and, (3) the changing of the name
from "Wesleyan Methodist Connection (or Church) of America" to "The Wesleyan
Methodist Church of America. "^^ Nicholson comments, in his revision of the de
nominational history.
Thus after more than o century of steps by which it hod moved from a
Connection of societies that leaned toward independence, the Denomi
nation hod become a Church whose societies were interdependent, and
whose local and general programs were to be given general super
vision.
Nicholson thus documents a movement away from the original extreme to
ward o more central position�a movement, in other words, owoy from a sectarian
distinctive in the direction of the church-type.
This General Conference elected Roy S. Nicholson to the new position of
President. 60
Summary
The quodrennium 1943-47, then, was one of explorotion and evaluation of
58lbid., pp. 238-239. ^^Ibid., p. 238.
60|bid., p. 239.
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the problems involved in possible union. The work of the Joint Commission sparked
0 guarded optimism that union was, in time, possible.
IV. DEVaOPMENTS, 1947-51
Six more meetings of the Joint Commission were held during the quodren
nium 1947-51. In contrast to the work of the previous quodrennium, which hod
been largely exploratory, the Commission sought during these years to find tenta
tive solutions for the problems by this time identified. Looking bock on the quad-
rennfum in 1951, the Commission gave this account of its approach in 1947:
It was realized by. . .the Joint Commission that the important
questions which were. . .being discovered and formulated were oil a
port of the one large question which would inevitably be raised by
the official bodies of the two churches, namely, "What will be the
cost and what the probable advantages of a union of these two holi
ness churches? "
As these questions were brought into focus one after another,
they were assigned to sub-committees for more intensive study. As a
result of the work of these sub-committees there began to emerge first
a general agreement as to the probable best line for seeking solutions
in each problem area. As the work of the Joint Commission through
these subcommittees went forward still further, there began to be elab
orated increasingly exact and detailed statements of suggested solutions.
In other words, the Joint Commission began its work with on in
tensive approach. Rather than taking a brood over-view of the entire
field, it naturally addressed itself first to specific questions. This was
on inductive method of proceeding toward a whole solution. 6'
The basic approach in attempting to arrive at o consensus, in other words,
was pragmatic� that is, it sought to find workable compromises in specific areas of
difficulty. It was assumed, at least implicitly, that the basic principles and pre-
The Tentative Report, 0�. cit., p. 8.
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suppositions underlying the two forms of polity were essentiolly compotible, ond
that there was therefore no need first to formulate o consistent over-all philosophy,
above and apart from either denominational system, to which the polity of the
united church would be conformed. This suggests, again, the concern to disturb
existing ways of doing things os little os possible.
Sixth Joint Commission Meeting
The Joint Commission met officially for the sixth time on October 28,
1948, at the Free Methodist headquarters in Winona Lake, Indiana, This was to
be a particularly interesting session, because previous to this meeting the Wesleyan
Methodist contingent met separately for about o day and o half at Marion College,
Marion, Indiana, and drew up o list of fourteen points to which the Wesleyons felt
the Free Methodists would hove to agree. The Commission met Thursday evening,
October 28, and the Wesleyons presented their report, requesting the Free Metho
dist committee to study the fourteen points and bring bock its position in regard to
them, along with any demands of its own.
The Wesleyons' Fourteen Points, The fourteen points presented by the
Wesleyons, which dealt almost exclusively with polity, concerned (1) name,
R, Morston, Roy S, Nicholson, and Stephen W. Paine, "The Sixth
Meeting of the Joint Commission," The Free Methodist, LXXXII (January 18, 1949),
p, 6; some, in The Wesleyan Methodist, CVI (January 19, 1949), p, 12; Stephen
W, Paine, "Excerpts from Actions of the Wesleyan Methodist Committee on Church
Union" (mimeographed), doted October 27-28, 1948, included in "Joint Commission
on Merger,,,," etc, op, cit. Cf. "Commission on Church Union Recently Met at
Morion," The WesIeyorTMetfiodist, CV (November 24, 1948), p. 12.
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(2) ordination of women, (3) pastoral call, (4) ministerial membership in the local
church, (5) the quarterly meeting, (6) equal lay and ministerial representation in
the annual and general conferences, (7) presiding officer of the annual confer
ence, (8) policy toward musical instruments, (9) central board of control, (10)
title to church property, (11) control of colleges, (12) distinction between con
stitutional and statutory low, (13) central authority during the period of transition
from two organizations to one, and (14) conference boundaries.
The Free Methodist committee spent most of Friday morning, October 29,
studying the fourteen points. It found that disagreement between the two churches
existed only in regard to pastoral coll, local membership of ministers, instrumental
music, and college control.^
Pastoral Coll. The Wesleyan position on this issue os given in the fourteen
points was that, in the opinion of the WM committee,
. . .the Wesleyan Methodist Church would not be willing to abandon
the principles of the right of the individual church to participate in
the coll and stationing of its pastors recognizing, however, the final
authority of the annual conference to make oil ministerial appoint
ments.
The Free Methodists noted that both churches agreed final authority rested
^Paine, "Excerpts from Actions of the Wesleyan Methodist Committee on
Church Union," loc. cit.
^Philip Ashton, "Excerpts from Actions of the Free Methodist Committee
on Church Union" (mimeographed), doted October 29, 1948. Included in "Joint
Commission on Merger, . , ," etc, , og^, cit.
65Paine, "Excerpts," loc. cit.
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with the annual conference. The basic difference was in the matter of the initia
tion of the pastoral coll. The Wesleyons wished to continue, in essence, their
system rather than adopting the traditional Methodist system used by the Free Meth
odists in which pastors ore appointed each year by the annual conference, the local
church having no real authority in the matter. The Free Methodist committee ex
pressed faith the problem could be resolved, ^6
Local membership of ministers. In the Wesleyan Methodist Church minis
ters ore members of the local congregations where they serve. The Wesleyons felt
the FM system, whereby ministers hold supro-congregatibnol membership in the an
nual conference, implied on unjustifiable distinction between the clergy and the
laity, 67 The Free Methodists expressed reluctance to give up conference member
ship, but felt the church would probably agree to do;so if agreement were reached
at other levels, 68
Instrumental music. Because of specific FM prohibitions in this oreo, the
Free Methodist committee reported that this area would require further detailed
study, 69 The Free Methodist Church was obviously moving in the direction of re
laxing its regulations on music, however, 70
66Ashton, loc, cit,
67Paine, "Excerpts," [oc, cit,
68Ashton, loc, crt,
69lbid.
^^See supra, p. 107, footnote 54.
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Control of schools. The Wesleyons insisted on continuing their system of
denominotionol contnol of schools, noted earlier,71 in the united church. ^2 Al
though this would represent o consideroble change in FM policy, the Free Metho
dist committee felt agreement along the general lines laid down by the Wesleyons
could probably be reached. 73
The Joint Commission at this meeting reached agreements regarding the
problem of conference boundaries and regarding a name for the united church which
should be noted at this point.
Nome. R, S. Nicholson and C. V. Fairboirn, the study committee on the
matter of name, recommended for the united church the name "The United Wesleyan
Methodist Church of America." The reasons given for this choice were that (1) both
churches historically and doctrinally ore Methodist; (2) both are truly churches;
(3) both are truly Wesleyan in doctrine and emphasis, which is not true of oil Meth
odist groups; (4) the union of these two "Wesleyan" Methodist churches would be o
"United" Wesleyan Methodist church; and (5) the designation "of America" is more
appropriate than "of North Anerico," considering the scope of church operations,
ond is needed to distinguish the church from other Wesleyan churches. 74
71Supra, pp. 102-103.
72pa ine, "Excerpts," loc. cit.
73Ash ton, loc. cit.
74Roy S. Nicho Ison and C, V. Foirbairn, reports to the Joint Commission
(mimeographed) doted October 28, 1948, Included in "Joint Commission
Merger..,," etc., o�. cit.
on
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The WM committee, in its fourteen points, held that "to present to our
constituency a plan of union involving a change in name., .would be to introduce
a serious impediment to the possibility of securing denominational approval for the
plan of union. "75 Apparently what was meant was that while it would be accept
able to odd the word "united," the name "Wesleyan Methodist" should be retained.
There seems to have been no serious opposition among the Free Methodists to drop
ping the word "Free"; in this day, with the passing of the issues prominent in the
origin of the church, the word confuses os much as it clarifies.
Conference boundaries. The Joint Commission at this meeting come to on
agreement "that overlapping conferences be permitted, in the reorganization, to
continue their separate identities with the expectation that in time it will be possi
ble to establish the fixing of permanent conference boundaries,
"^^
A similar ogreemeni was reached relative to the consolidation of local
churches in the some local areas; there would be no mandatory merging of local
congregations. 77
In retrospect, the significant work done by the Joint Commission ot this
meeting is seen as indicating the lines along which o union proposal would be devel
oped.
Specifically regarding the Wesleyon fourteen points, it is evident that ot
75Paine, "Excerpts," loc. cit.
76Marston, Nicholson, and Paine, "The Sixth Meeting of the Joint Com
mission," loc, cit.
77|bid.
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those points where disogreement existed the resulting compromise moved more in,
the direction bf the Wesleyon Methodist Church, The Agreements reached in the
areas of pastoral coll and college control, especially, were moves by the Free
Methodists toward the Wesleyan position. The Free Methodist response on the
points of local ministerial membership indicates o readiness to adopt the Wesleyan
system, if necessary for union, also. Considering these facts, and considering that
the Free Methodist committee laid no corresponding demands before the Wesleyons,
it would seem that at this stage the Free Methodists were more anxious for union
and were willing to concede more to achieve that goal.
It is interesting that the issue of the general superintendency was not
brought up by the Wesleyons ot this time. There seems to hove been o recognition
by the Wesleyons that the Free Methodists were not ready to drop the title "bishop,"
and apparently the Wesleyons did not feel they should press the matter at this time.
Seventh Joint Commission Meeting
The seventh meeting of the Joint Commission, held in the fall of 1949, re
viewed the progress that hod been made to that point and assigned to committees the
writing of the various sections of a proposed constitution for o united church. 78
Consideration was given ot this meeting to the development of on official
statement setting forth the advantages of merger. This statement, "The Cose for
78"Joint Commission," The Wesleyan Methodist, CVI (November 16,
1949), p. 12.
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Merger," was subsequently printed in The Wesleyan Methodist and The Free Metho
dist. ''^
"The Case for Merger. " Noting John Wesley's warning against division
and appealing to John 17, this statement suggested seven general reasons for o Free
Methodist and Wesleyan Methodist union. These were: (1) it may be the will of
God; (2) it would provide o united front; (3) the united church would be stronger
than either uniting church; (4) it would give Wesleyonism o more united voice with
which other smaller groups might wish to join; (5) it would mean more efficient use
of resources; (6) it would strengthen the education programs of the constituent
churches, providing greater unity among the schools; and (7) the new church would
be able to publish a greater volume of Wesleyan literature, ^0
Under the first point the statement gave this analysis of the history of the
two denominations:
Over o period of years, both churches have undergone considerable
modification in polity. The Wesleyons hove moved from being a loosely-
associated connection toward a more centralized form of government.
The Free Methodist Church has been undergoing change from o limited
episcopacy to a larger recognition of the place of the layman in the
church. Coming from opposite directions in basic polity� the one from
o loose Congregationalism toword o more stable form of government, the
other modifying its episcopacy in favor of greater recognition of the rights
and privileges of the congregation� it stands to reason that somewhere
79The Jo int Commission of the Wesleyan Methodist and Free Methodist
Churches, "The Case for Merger," The Free Methodist, LXXXII I (January 10,
1950), pp. 6, 12; Roy S. Nicholson, Stephen W. Peine, Leslie R, Marston, and
Charles V, Foirbairn, "The Cose of [sic] merger," The Wesleyan Methodist, CVI I
(January 11, 1950), pp. 3-4, 6.
80|bid.
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these two must meet on the highway; and should it be the will of a
Divine Providence that, at such o meeting point, two peoples of like
precious faith should unite their resources in common cause, we pray
the Great Shepherd of our souls that we neither miss nor by-poss each
other in this His day of opportunity for us. 81
This and other subsequent writings by members of the Joint Commission
reveal that the majority of the Commission members were solidly committed to the
union of the two churches.
Eighth Joint Commission Meeting
May 9-11, 1950, the Joint Commission met for the eighth official time,
on this occasion on the compus of the Wesleyan Methodist college in Morion, In
diana. The official published report of the meeting summarizes its work as follows:
This meeting, . .was principally concerned with reports submitted
by the Committees on Articles of Religion and Ritual, Principles of
Christian Life, with attention to the General Rules and the Special
Rules,.,, and articles of Government, ranging from the local church
and the Official Board to the Quarterly and the Annual Conference,
OS well as the General Conference, These reports were received and
adopted as the bases for further study and recommendations, which ore
to be presented to the next meeting of the Joint Commission, , , , 82
These reports would later serve os the basis for a proposed new constitution.
The Commission identified the areas where additional work was required
before the Commission could prepare "o definite plan for reorganizing os one the
two denominations,,,,." This additional work was referred to the various commit-
81|bid,
82Roy S. Nicholson, Leslie R. Marston, and Stephen W, Paine, "Eighth
Meeting of the Joint Commission," The Free Methodist, LXXXIII (June 20, 1950),
p. 5; cf. the some report. The Wesleyan Methodist, CVII (June 21, 1950), p, 8,
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tees. 83
Ninth Joint Commission Meeting
The ninth meeting of the Joint Commission, held at Winona Lake in late
September, 1950, was o significant one. The Commission ot this meeting come to
tentative agreement on articles of religion, principles of the Christion life, pastoral
coll, organization of the local church and of the general conference, control of
educational institutions, ond coordination of the pension plan and of publishing
enterprises. While agreement in principle hod previously been reached in several
of these areas, at this meeting specific plons and formulations giving substance to
these agreements in principle were adopted. 84
Some of these agreements should be noted at this point:
Pastoral coll. A plan was adopted which provided ". ..for o voice by the
local church� the initiatory prerogative in colling the pastor�while safeguarding
to the annual conference the power of final appointment. "^^ jhjs seems to hove
been a genuine compromise of the two systems.
Denominational schools. The plan presented was basically the existing
Wesleyan Methodist system with some modifications in the direction of strengthening
^Ibid.
84
L. R. Marston, Roy S, Nicholson, and Stephen W. Paine, "Ninth Meet
ing of the Joint Commission of the Wesleyan and Free Methodist Churches," The
Free Methodist, LXXXIV (January 9, 1951), pp. 5, 13; the some report appears in
The Wesleyan Methodist, CVIII (January 10, 1951), p. 29.
^^Ibid.
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the local board of trustees of each school. Final denominotionol control was to be
maintained. 86 Exactly what such o system would mean for the Free Methodist
schools was spelled out in the following committee report to the Joint Commission
presented ot this meeting:
It is our recommendation. . .that the Board of Administration is [that is,should be] the legal Board of Trustees of each and every educational
institution which is sponsored, recognized or supported by the church.
The Wesleyan Methodist institutions will be answerable to such a
provision ipso facto by virtue of their present relation to the WesleyanMethodist Church.
In the cose of the Free Methodist institutions, it will be necessory
for the reconstituted church to seek legal advice os to the exact manner
in which these institutions may be turned over to the trusteeship of the
Board of Administrotion by their respective Board of Trustees. It would
then be necessary to negotiate with the said respective Boards of Trustees
to ascertain their willingness to be thus included in the educational
pattern of the reconstituted church and to secure from them the proper
action to bring this about. 87
Principles of the Christian Life. Though little difference in principle be
tween the two churches was found at this point, such differences os there were,
coupled with the fact of a gradual de-emphosizing of specific regulations concern
ing behavior in both churches, ^8 resulted in o proposed plan that differed consid
erably from the handling of these matters by either of the two churches.
S6|bid.
87
"Report of the Committee on Educational Institutions and Ministerial
Training (Prepared for the Joint Commission on Merger for the Free and WesleyanMethodist Churches)" (1 p., typewritten), included in "Joint Commission on Merger,Wesleyan Connexion - Free Methodist Church...," etc., op. cit.
In keeping with the gradual movement of both groups along the sect-church continuum.
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Marston and Eddy, in their report to the Joint Commission at this meet
ing, explained the thinking which led to this change:
...there ore limits to the control of conduct o church may wisely im
pose. ... In the judgment of your committee, both churches now seeking
to unite hove tended by their too exclusive emphasis on specific items
to divert attention and concern from basic principles. Restrictions on
dress ore the simplest illustration of this point. Some items not specifi- �
colly forbidden by Discipline hove come into general acceptability, al
though inherently these may be as objectionable as others which hove
become vexing issues of low. Confusion and inconsistency result.
Your committee does not believe that permanent solution of this problem
will come to the reconstituted church by reducing or by increasing the
number of items of ornamentation to be prohibited. . . .to guard against
worldiness and immodesty in dress, the church must maintain o spiritual
atmosphere and ploce first emphasis upon the general principles having
a brood base in Scripture. These principles must be applied in life and
conduct through consciences quickened by the Holy Spirit, nurtured by
earnestness and devotion, and directed by o minimum of specific re
strictions. 89
Specifically, the plan presented divided matters of Christian life and be-'
hovior into three oreos: basic standards, special rules, and admonitory advices. The
first group consisted of stondords of Christian living ".. .which ore specifically
stated, clearly taught or convincingly implied in the Scriptures," These would be
port of the constitutional low of the church. The special rules would constitute con
ditions of membership ond would be "... for the purpose of maintaining o clear wit
ness and providing o fellowship conducive to godliness. " The admonitory advices
would be enacted from time to time to meet changing social conditions and would
not be mandatory. 90
^9f. Eddy and L. R. Marston, "A Report of the Subcommittee on Prin
ciples of Christian Life" (2 pp., mimeographed), doted September 28, 1950. In
cluded in "Joint Commission on Merger...," etc., op. cit.
90Marston, Nicholson, and Poine, "Ninth Meeting...," loc. cit.
122
That this handling of the matter of principles of the Christian life consti
tuted 0 weakening of the position of the two churches was later chorged by some.^^
The Joint Commission ot this meeting also gave consideration to the kind
of report it should present to the 1951 general conferences. Basically it decided
not to recommend voting on the question of merger itself, but to present on outline
of the proposed resolution of identified problems and to recommend the continuation
of the Joint Commission for another quodrennium, during which an actual proposed
book of discipline would be formulated.
The report of this meeting noted that it was characterized by ", . .a wonder-
09
ful degree of unanimity between the members,....'^
Tenth Joint Commission Meeting
The tenth session of the Joint Commission for the quodrennium 1947-51 was
held in March, 1951, at Winona Lake. "The intended purpose. . .was to work on the
formulation of o report of the activities and the findings of the Joint Commission with
a view to presenting same to the coming General Conference. ..."^
The Commission decided to prepare o report which would include o proposed
constitution, on outline showing how the two books of discipline might be combined
9 'See infra, p. 165.
^^Morston, Nicholson, and Paine, "Ninth Meeting...," loc. cit.
^^Leslie R. Morston, Roy S, Nicholson, and Stephen W. Peine, "Tenth
Meeting of Joint Commission of the Wesleyan and Free Methodist Churches," The
Wesleyan Methodist, CVIII (May 9, 1951), p. 11; some. The Free Methodist,
LXXXIV (May 8, 1951), p. 5.
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into one, ond a series of questions and answers explaining how major issues would
be resolved. It was agreed also that this report would include a history of the ne
gotiations to the present, "The Cose for Merger," and recommendations for the
future. 94
The Commission noted that considerable progress had been mode by the
committees in drawing up major portions of the quadrennial report. Additional com
mittee assignments were mode in preparation for the final formulation of the quad
rennial report, and o final meeting before the 1951 general conferences was agreed
95
upon.
Eleventh Joint Commission Meeting
This final Commission meeting of the quodrennium was held in Moy, 1951.
The finishing touches were put on the quadrennial report which was titled. The Ten
tative Report of the Joint Commission of the Wesleyan Methodist Church of America
and the Free Methodist Church of North America on Church Union. 96
The General Conferences of 1951
The General Conference of the Free Methodist Church and the General
Conference of the Wesleyan Methodist Church both met in June, 1951, They re
viewed the report of the Joint Commission and both voted to continue the Commis-
94|bid.
95|bid,
96|bid The Tentotive Report, p. 1.
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sion for another quodrennium os recommended by the Commission. ^7
The 195r Joint Commission report. The forty-six page Tentative Report
of the Joint Commission,was, basically, o proposed basis for the union of the Wes
leyan and Free Methodist churches, but not a complete book of discipline. Proba
bly its most important section was the "Constitution of the United Wesleyan Metho
dist Church of America. "^^
Inasmuch as the proposed basis for union was essentially the some os that
presented in o more fully elaborated form four years later, when the crucial vote
was token, detailed consideration of this basis for union will be reserved for Section
VII of this chapter, "Basic Features of the Union Proposal. "^^ Three features of
this 1951 report should be noted here, however:
1. In presenting an actual constitution for the united church, the Joint
Commission followed the Free Methodist handling of constitutional and statutory low.
At this time the Wesleyan Methodists hod no actual constitution although, os the
Commission report noted, the Wesleyan Methodists hod
...apparently carried down through the years a rather clear and well de
fined and deeply rooted feeling that certain divisions of the low of the
church should be regarded as constitutional and... should require con
current ratification by the General Conference, the annual conferences,
and the membership of the local churches. But. . .the actual items of
^'^l. R. Marston, Roy S, Nicholson, and Stephen W. Paine, "Twelfth
Meeting, Joint Commission, Wesleyan and Free Methodist Churches," The Free
Methodist, LXXXV (February 19, 1952), p. 5; "Journal of the General Conference
of the Free Methodist Church" (unpublished) for 1951, p. 836.
9^The Tentative Report, bp. cit. , pp. 23-35.
99|nfra, pp. 144-152.
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constitutional law ore scattered in various ports of the book of disci-
plineJOO
Since the Free Methodists had on actual constitution, which mode o more
orderly arrangement, the Joint Commission followed the Free Methodist proce-
dure,
2. Regarding the general superintendency, the Commission report pro
vided for the elction of ", , ,one or more traveling elders to the office of (bishop)
general superintendent),, , , "102 jy^^^ issue of which term to use was left un
resolved in 1951, and remained so in 1955,
3. The recommendations contained in this report, which were passed by
both general conferences, provided: (1) that the Tentative Report be received os a
basis for further study; (2) that the Joint Commission be continued; (3) that the
Joint Commission be instructed to prepare o complete discipline for the united
church, to be submitted to the Board of Administration of each church by May 1,
1954; and, (4) that the Joint Commission be authorized to publish its findings. 103
V. DEVELOPMENTS, 1951-55
Some sixteen meetings of the Joint Commission were held during the quod
rennium: 1951-55, While this was thus the period of the Commission's greatest ac
tivity, this activity was devoted almost exclusively to the rather arduous task of
lOOjhe Tentative Report, bp. cit, , p. 10,
101 Ibid. 102|bid., p. 33.
IQ'^The Tentative Report, 0�. cit. , p. 46.
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writing a complete book of discipline for o United Wesleyon Methodist Church.
The essential basis for union hod already been agreed to, and few new decisions
were reached during the quadrennium.
There is little to be gained, therefore, in on accounting of each of these
meetings. Only the mosf significant developments of the quadrennium will be
noted on the following pages, culminating with the action of the general confer
ences of 1955.
The membership of the Joint Commission during this third quadrennium of
negotiations was essentially the same os in 1943. There were no changes in the
Wesleyan Methodist contingent, and the only Free Methodist change was that Hugh
A. White was appointed to the Commission in 1955, replacing Philip Ashton who had
earlier replaced M. L. Barton,
Twelfth Joint Commission Meeting
The twelfth meeting of the Joint Commission, the first of the new quadren-
lO^Proposeci Discipline for the United Wesleyan Methodist Church (n.p. j
n. n. , n. d.), p. 2. The Foreword to this Proposed Discipline states that the total
number of Joint Commission meetings was twenty-six. If it is true, as it also states,
that sixteen meetings were held during the quadrennium 1951-55, the total number
of meetings must hove been twenty-seven, not twenty-six, however, since it is cer
tain that eleven meetings were held during the quadrenniums 1943-51.
105Minutes of the fourteenth through the twenty-second meetings of the
Joint Commission ore filed in the office of the Board of Bishops, Free Methodist
World Headquarters, Winona Loke, Indiana, These contain little information of
permanent significance, other than recording the progress in the writing of the book
of discipline.
l^^Marston, Nicholson, and Poine, "Twelfth Meeting.,.," Ibc, cit.
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nium, convened at Winona Lake, Indiana, on January 2, 1952. '07 negotia
tions between the Wesleyan Methodists and the Free Methodists were now in their
tenth year.
The Commission organized for the task of writing the proposed book of
discipline by assigning the various portions of the book to committees. For the most
port these were two-man committees representing both denominations.
Seventeenth Joint Commission Meeting
The seventeenth meeting was held September 25 and 26, 1953, at Winona
Lake. A number of sections of the proposed book of discipline, submitted by the
various committees, were occepted on a "further study" basis, and additional com
mittee assignments were mode. 1^9
Completion of Proposed Discipline
The diligence of the Joint Commission resulted in the essential completion
of the proposed book of discipline in time to be reviewed by the Board of Adminis
tration of the two denominations in the early summer of 1954. After review by these
boards, the proposed discipline was sent to conference leaders in both denomino-
107 Ibid. This some report was printed under the some title in The Wesleyan
Methodist, CIX (February 20, 1952), p. 15.
108,bid.
109Leslie R. Marston, Roy S. Nicholson, and Stephen W. Peine, "Seven
teenth Meeting, Joint Commission, Free Methodist and Wesleyon Methodist Church
es," The Free Methodist, LXXXVI (November 10, 1953), p. 4.
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tions. In the remaining months prior to the 1955 general conferences the Joint
Commission continued to refine the discipline, also adding some sections that hod
not been written. In the final printed 122-page Proposed Discipline of the
United Wesleyan Methodist Church presented to the general conferences, the Joint
Commission noted.
There ore still some portions which will need to be written. In general
these ore the portions which refer to present projects of only one of the
two denominations, where there could be in the event of union, a con
tinuance of presently outlined policies pending final decision as to the
place of the specific enterprises in the life of the united church, ^ ' ^
Between October, 1954, and February, 1955, the proposed book of dis
cipline was printed in installments in The Wesleyan Methodist, '
The Question in 1955
The wording of the Foreword in the Proposed Discipline of the United
Wesleyan Methodist Church suggests that the Joint Commission viewed this report as
the completion of its primary task, and that it was intended the two churches would
vote in 1955 on the actual question of merger on the basis of this Discipline, '
Proposed Discipline . bp. cit. , pp, 2-3.
ll'lbid., p. 3.
1 12 "Tentative Draft for a Church Discipline for the United Wesleyan Meth
odist Church of America," The Wesleyan Methodist, CXI (October 20, 1954, p. 7;
October 27, 1954, pp. 4-6; November 3, 1954, pp. 13-14; November 10, 1954,
pp. 4-5; November 17, 1954, pp. 7, 11; November 24, 1954, pp. 6-7; December 1,
1954, pp. 6-7; December 8, 1954, p. 7; December 15, 1954, pp, 7, 14; Decem
ber 22, 1954, p, 12; December 29, 1954, pp, 10, 12); CXIl (January 5, 1955,
pp, 7, 12; January 12, 1955, pp. 12-13; January 19, 1955, p, 11; January 26,
1955, pp. 10, 13; February 2, 1955, pp, 7, 11; Febmory 9, 1955, pp. 12, 14),
ll^See the Proposed Discipline, loc. cit.
129
As will be nof-ed in detail presently, however, o debate raged through
the pages of The Wesleyan Methodist, and on the conference level in the Wesleyan
Methodist Church leading up to the 1955 General Conference, which made favor
able treatment of the proposal at the General Conference appear questionable.
The Free Methodist committee on union, apparently os a result of this debate and
not wanting to jeopardize the proposal's chances of passing at the Wesleyan Con
ference, decided not to push for actual approval of merger at the FM General Con
ference. Carl Howlond, Editor of The Free Methodist and o Commission member,
noted in August, 1955:
...there developed some opposition to the merger within the Wesleyan
Church, expressed especially by articles in the Weslevon Methodist
paper. Therefore the Free Methodist General Conference of June
1955 adopted o resolution merely colling for continuance of the ne
gotiations. 1 14
Apparently o similar took was token by the Wesleyan Methodist committee;
the vote token ot the 1955 WM General Conference was not on whether to merge or
not to merge, but whether to continue the Joint Commission (and thus the negotia
tions) for another quadrennium. 1 1^
For both general conferences, then, the question in 1955 was not the ques
tion of merger but the question of continued negotiations*
114c, L. Howlond, "The Wesleyan-Free Methodist Merger�History and
Prospect," The Free Methodist, LXXXVIII (August 2, 1955), p. 4.
1 l^Minutes of the Twenty-ninth Quadrennial Session of the General Con
ference of the Wesleyon Methodist Church, 1955 (Syracuse, New York: The Wesley
Press, 1955), p. 27; Roy S. Nicholson, personal letter to the writer dated March 3,
1966.
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The Free Methodist General Conference of 1955
Bishop C. V. Foirboirn reported to the Free Methodist General Confer
ence, meeting in Winono Loke, Indiono, in June, 1955, for the FM Committee on
merger. The report of the committee contained the following recommendations:
I. We recommend: (a) That this General Conference authorize
the continuance of the Standing Committee on Merger; (b) That the
Board of Administration name and appoint the personnel of the con
tinued Committee on Merger; (c) and that the Committee report to
the Board of Administration as and when necessary.
II. We recommend that if the Wesleyan Methodist General Con
ference mokes similar provision to continue the negotiations, this
General Conference authorize our Free Methodist Committee to con
tinue negotiations with the Wesleyons, and when such seem to have
reached o satisfactory climax and conclusion to submit the completed
plan for Merger to the Board of Administration,
III. We further recommend that when the Board of Administration
shall hove received the completed plan for Merger, the said Board be
authorized os of now by this General Conference, in anticipation of
such event, to submit the completed plan for Merger to the several^
annual conferences (according to our Constitution) in our next session
of General Conference.
IV. And we recommend, lastly, that provided both of the de
nominations in their respective General Conferences, this 1955, take
similar action, os indicated heretofore, THE DISCIPLINE, now in your
hands, be accepted os a basis fof further study.
^
This report was o disappointment to the Free Methodist delegates, many of
whom ". . .hod expected and hoped for definite steps toward merging. The rec
ommendations were adopted 11 ^�according to Bishop Marston, ".. .without even a
116"journal of the General Conference of the Free Methodist Church"
(unpublished) for 1955, pp. 934-935.
ll^Lawrence W. Worboys, "The 24th Session of the General Conference of
the Free Methodist Church of North America," The Free Methodist, LXXXVIII
(June 21, 1955), p. 16.
ll^"Journal of the General Conference" for 1955, p. 935.
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discussion of negotive points of view, ,..."119
By This oction the Free Methodists come os close os constitutionally pos
sible to o full commitment to merge without actually making such o commitment.
The vote delegated increased authority to the Board of Administration in the mat
ter and directed that the final proposal be submitted to the annual conferences for
their approval during the quadrennium, which would clear the way for final ap
proval by vote of the 1959 General Conference. Had General Conference qaproval
of merger been sought in 1955, it might well hove been granted. 1^0
The Wesleyan Methodist General Conference of 1955
Shortly after the Free Methodist General Conference the Wesleyons con
vened their 1955 General Conference ot Foirmount, Indiana.
The Wesleyan Methodist committee on merger presented its report which
recommended the continuation of negotiations along the lines approved by the FM
General Conference. A motion was mode that the report be adopted. 1^1
While this motion to adopt was pending, o motion was passed that voting
on the motion to adopt be by ballot. A second motion was mode that o two-thirds
majority be required to adopt the report. This motion was defeated, 57 to
90. * A prolonged debate then developed as to whether negotiations should be
119Leslie R, Marston, personal letter to the writer, doted March 4, 1966,
120Leslie R. Marston, personal letter to the writer, doted May 21, 1966.
121Minutes, loc. cit.
122|bid.
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continued, and on the whole question of merger with the Free Methodists generally.
Opponents argued that merger would mean abandoning o non-episcopal form of
government, and that continuing negotiations would open the way for on episcopal
form of government to be forced on the church; much emphasis was put on the words
"bishops" and "episcopacy. " Further it was argued that the merger question was
creating o division in the church, thus hindering revival, and that discontinuing
merger talks would produce o climate favorable to revival. The main overt issues
in the debate, th"erefore, seem to hove been concerned with (1) fear of episcopacy,
and (2) desire to be rid of the divisiveness of the issue. 1^3
Finally debate was voted closed and the delegates voted by ballot after a
period of silent prayer. The motion to adopt the report was defeated, 62 to 96,
The Joint Commission was thus dissolved and further negotiations discontinued.
Later the following communication to the Free Methodist Church was
adopted:
To the Free Methodist Church of North America, The General Con
ference of the Wesleyon Methodist Church of America in session at
Foirmount, Indiono on June 23, 1955, voted to discontinue the Com
mittee on Church Merger for the coming quadrennium. While this
action eliminates further movement toward merger at this time, it is
not meant to terminate the fellowship and co-operation which these
two bodies have enjoyed. It is the desire of the Wesleyan Methodist
Church of America that there shall be closer fellowship and coopera
tion with the Free Methodist Church in the areas wherein such may
be observed, '25
123 Ibid,; Nicholson, personal letter, loc, cit.
124m inutes^ loc, cit,; "General Conference News," The Weslevan Meth
odist, CXIl (July 6, 1955),"Fr. 14,
inutes, 0�, cit. , p. 28.
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Two other octions relating to the merger question were token later in this
session. On June 24, o resolution was passed authorizing o Committee on Fraternal
Relations and Co-operation with the Free Methodist Church, This committee was
to work with a similar Free Methodist committee to promote cooperation in pub
lishing, evangelism, seminary education, and other areas. ^ potentially more
significant resolution was passed by a vote of 79 to 58 on June 28. The conference
voted "...that the Board of Administration be empowered to elect a committee to
study merger with the Pilgrim Holiness Church and to continue the study of merger
with the Free Methodist Church, "1^7
Technically, this latter action reopened the negotiations voted closed on
June 23. As Carl L. Howlond noted, this action "...does not clearly reveal what
the Boards of Administration of the two churches will do in this matter during the
ensuing quodrennium. "128 j^g reopening of the door on June 28, however, never
cancelled the effect of the slamming of it on June 23,
The Closing of Negotiations
The Board of Administration of the Free Methodist Church met on October
20, 1955, and voted to discontinue the FM committee on merger in the light of the
action of the Wesleyan General Conference� thus discontinuing the efforts toward
126ibid., p� 29.
127|bid., pp, 37-38; Oliver G. Wilson, "Looking Bock ot General Con
ference," ThlWesleygn Methodist, CXIl (July 20, 1955), p. 2.
128Howland, loc. cit.
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merger. A Committee on Fraternal Relations and Cooperation, corresponding to
that authorized by the Wesleyan Methodist General Conference, was authorized
by the Board the some day and was appointed by Bishop Marston, The two com
mittees seem never to have met together, however,
Negotiations were fully and finally closed when the Wesleyons sought to
implement the General Conference action calling for negotiations with the Pilgrim
Holiness Church and with the Free Methodists, The Free Methodist Church was
contacted as to its position on reopening negotiations and expressed no desire to do
so. In the words of the report of the Committee on Church Union to the 1959 WM
General Conference, "Upon contact with the Free Methodist Board of Administra
tion it was ascertained that they did not think it wise to continue talks on union," '^O
Thus ended twelve years of merger negotiations behveen the Free Methodist
Church and the Wesleyan Methodist Church,
VI, MAJOR OBSTACLES TO MERGER
The foregoing account of the history of Free Methodist - Wesleyon Metho
dist merger talks suggests thot there were o number of major obstacles to the merger
of these two churches. In any such negotiations as these there ore, of course, a
whole range of factors involved, operating ot several different levels. Such sub-
129"Minutes of the Board of Administration of the Free Methodist Church of
North America" (unpublished) for October 20, 1955.
l^OMihutes of the Thirtieth Geheral Conference of the Wesleyan Methodist
Church of America, 1959 (Syracuse, New York; The Wesley Press, 1959), p. 63.
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jective things as attitudes and prejudices, more objective factors such os problems
of polity/ such external influences os social conditions and dominant pressures of
the culture/ and many seemingly chance foctorS/ all ploy their port in influencing
the outcome of merger negotiations.
The focus here/ however/ is on those more overt/ tangible obstacles en
countered by the Joint Commission in its work. Additional factors which may hove
influenced the final outcome of the merger attempt will be noted later in this chop-
ter.131
These major obstacles encountered by the Commission concerned two basic
factors: lock of o real acquaintance between the two denominations/ and matters
of polity. As the Joint Commission noted early in its work/ agreement in the areas
of doctrine and standards of conduct was so complete between the two churches that
these never were obstacles to the negotiations themselves�although there woS/ lat
er/ some debate on the matter of standards of conduct.
Mutual Ignorance
At the local and conference levels/ in particular/ the Free Methodists and
the Wesleyan Methodists were not well acquainted. There was generally a mutual
ignorance of each other/ and much of what was known was of a superficial nature,
thus often hindering rather than helping the move toward unity.
As has been noted, the Joint Commission recognized this problem at the
131 Infra, pp, 175-188.
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outset and tried to do something about it. The Commission report for 1951 noted.
It was recognized that o better understanding of each other was a neces
sity if anything of value was to be accomplished. The Joint Commis
sion at once [in 1944 ]sought to foster relationships of fraternization
that would let the members of each denomination learn the true char
acter and the worship methods and beliefs of the other denomination. 132
The report noted further that ". ..each of the church bodies must come to know the
other one better than they hove ever done before, or a merger would be both im
possible and undesirable. "
These efforts of the Joint Commission seemed to bear more fruit during the
first quadrennium of negotiations, 1943-47, than they did later. Most of the joint
youth camps and joint evangelistic meetings reported were held during these years,
and the Inter-Church Fellowship was in 1946. There seems to hove been, in short,
on initial burst of enthusiosm for merger touched off by the opening of negotiations.
The Joint Commission noted in 1947 that "...the alliance of church interests is ad
vancing well and should be pursued to o fuller co-operation os fast os possible. " '34
Little seems to hove been done by the Joint Commission after 1947 in pro
moting further cooperation and fellowship, however. The Commission quickly be
came involved in the heavy work of preparing o basis for union and the breaking
down of mutual ignorance was neglected.
When the general conferences of 1947 demonstrated that no actual decision
'32The Tentative Report, op. c it. , pp. 3-4.
'33 Ibid., p. 7.
'34 The Tentative Report, op. cit. , p. 6.
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to merge wos to be forthcoming for severol years yet, initial enthusiasm waned.
It appears that in 1955 the two churches were little, if any, better acquainted at
the gross roots level than they were in 1943. Throughout the negotiations this mu
tual ignorance and lack of gross roots enthusiasm remained a major obstacle to merg
er.and probably underloy much of the 1955 opposition to merger. Dr. Nicholson
has noted that among the Wesleyon Methodists in 1955 there was definite ignorance
OS to the real nature of the government of the Free Methodist Church, an ignorance
which was ployed upon by opponents of merger to create fear of union, 135
The evaluation of the Joint Commission in 1951 that merger would be im
possible until the churches became better acquainted seems to hove been accurate
in the light of the developments of 1955,
Mutual ignorance, then, was o major obstacle to merger that was not over
come in the twelve years of negotiations.
Matters of Polity
More explicit and tangible obstacles to merger were those occasioned by
differences in polity between the two churches. The most crucial of these were gen
eral superintendency, pastoral placement, and control of denominational schools, '37
135Nicholson, personal letter, loc, cit,
Tentotive Report, op, cit,, p. 7.
137Some of the agreements reached by the Joint Commission in other areas
later became issues in the debate prior to the 1955 general conferences�e,g,, rep
resentation of executive officers on church boards and the matter of the presiding of
ficer on the annual conference. These were not, however, obstacles of major pro
portions in the work of the Joint Commission itself.
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Geherdl' superihtendeiicy. The basic points involved in this issue hove
already been noted. '^8
The Wesleyons agreed, apparently early in the negotiations, that the
united church would hove general superintendents though the exact number and the
title by which they would be known were not immediately decided upon. This was
o concession on the port of the Wesleyons to the Free Methodist system although o
limited one since the Wesleyons themselves moved in this direction in 1947 by
making the Generol Conference presidency a full-time job, 139
F, R. Eddy, Wesleyan Methodist Connectionol Agent, presented to the
third meeting of the Joint Commission in October, 1945, o proposal which would
allow general superintendents or bishops, but under certain limitations. This pro
posal read, in part:
General superintendents or bishops may be elected by the General
Conference for the supervision of the denomination in general, pro
vided that they shall hove no appointive power inherent in their office.
Terms of office for general superintendents or bishops shall be for
the quadrennium only.
The work and duties of these men shall be determined by the Gen
eral Conference provided that it [sic] shall not include appointment
to office or pastorate of any person except as qDproved by regularly
elected boards or committees. '^O
These recommended limitations were virtually identical to those already
138$upro, pp. 99-100, 116.
139supra, p. 109.
l^Op, R. Eddy, "Placement of Pastors," o report to the Joint Commission,
doted October 27, 1945 (mimeographed), included in "Joint Commission on Union..
.," etc., o�, cit.
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placed upon the bishops in the Free Methodist system, Eddy also recommended,
however, that the bishop/general superintendent should not be the presiding offi
cer of the annual conference, except by invitation of the conference leadership.
This was different from Free Methodist practice, '^1
The Wesleyan feor of granting too much power to bishops was understand
able, considering the issues which led to the formation of the Wesleyan Methodist
Church. The WM members did not at first realize, however�and many Wesleyons
at the gross roots never realized� the rather limited nature of the Free Methodist
episcopacy. C. L. Howland, editor of The Free Methodist, pointed out the limited
nature of the FM bishopric in a letter to F, R. Eddy, doted October 16, 1945, which
read in port:
You surely ore afraid of bishops. Having lived around them as
much OS I hove during these fifty years, or sixty, they do not seem so
dangerous to me.
If you should be a bishop some day, which thing is entirely within
the range of possibility, you know, you would not hove as much au
thority and power as is now in your hands [os Connectionol Agent] ,
�The fact that you would be called by another name would not moke a
great deal of difference, 1^2
As to the number of bishops or general superintendents, the thinking of the
Joint Commission in 1951 was that at first there would be seven, four chosen by Free
Methodist delegates and three by the Wesleyan delegates, '43 Xhe number seven
Ibid,
142Carl L, Howlond, mimeographed copy of personal letter to F, R, Eddy,
doted October 16, 1945; included in "Joint Comm ission on Union. . . ," etc, , 0�_, cit,
^The Tentative Report, op. cit., p. 40,
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was apparently decided upon to ovoid lessening the number of FM bishops; the
Wesleyons were to elect only three of the seven because of their somewhot smal
ler size. By 1955 the Commission hod lowered the number to five, however, pro
viding in the Proposed Discipline for the following transitional procedures:
At the Uniting General Conference,. . .the Free Methodist dele
gates shall elect three (General Superintendents) (Bishops) and the
Wesleyan Methodist delegates shell elect two (General Superinten
dents) (Bishops); and at the united General Conference next following
the total delegates shall elect three superintendents who were Free
Methodists previous to union and two superintendents who were Wes
leyan Methodists previous to union. The General Conference of the
United Wesleyan Methodist Church thereafter, shall hove power to
decrease or increase the total number of (General Superintendents)
(Bishops) and shall be free to elect from the elders of the church with
out respect to previous affiliation, 1^4
As finally proposed, the bishops or general superintendents of the United
Wesleyan Methodist Church would hove been subject to virtually all the limitations
originally suggested by F, R, Eddy, The only exception would hove been regarding
the presidency of the annual conference. It would have been the duty of o bishop
or general superintendent to preside at the annual conference, but by vote of the
annual conference the conference superintendent could be authorized to preside in
stead. This was o compromise between the Free Methodist system (where the bishop
or his appointee always presides) and the Wesleyan Methodist system (where the gen
eral denominotionol representative never presides unless asked to do so by the con
ference). 145 Jhjs v/os o particularly sensitive issue ot the conference level.
144proposed Discipline, opf. cit, , p, 26,
'45|bid., p. 63.
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Taking the term "bishop" according to its usual meaning in major Ameri
can Protestantism, one could argue that "general superintendent" would be o more
appropriate term for the chief officers in the Free Methodist Church. This term
was, in fact, used by the Free Methodists for nearly half a century; it was not until
1907 that the General Conference changed the title to "bishop. "'^6
The actual title, of course, makes little differences in the function. But
the use of the title "bishop" plus the Wesleyan fear of episcopacy mode on explo
sive combination that worked against the successful consummation of the merger.
The issue of "bishops" versus "general superintendents" was on obstacle
to merger in the work of the Joint Commission, and the Commission's failure to re
solve the issue mode it o major obstacle to merger in 1955.
Pastoral placement. Here the basic issue was conference appointment of
pastors (the FM system) versus coll by the local church (the WM system). The final
resolution of this issue was along the lines noted earlier. '47 y^e local church was
to initiate, directly with the minister, the coll to the church; however final author
ity was to remain with the annual conference which could cancel pastoral arrange
ments if necessary and which would be responsible for appointing ministers to any
churches without pastors at the time of the annual conference. It seems likely that,
in practice, the previously Free Methodist conferences would hove relied more on
146"journal of the General Conference of the Free Methodist Church"
(unpublished) for 1907, pp. 214, 239.
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annual conference appointment and the previously Wesleyan conference more on lo
cal coll, with some exceptions and with compromises os conferences might merge.
While this loomed os one of the major obstacles to merger in 1943, it was
one of the most successfully resolved issues. The arrangement seems to have been
generally acceptable and was not a major issue in the merger debate.
Denominational schools. While this issue was resolved in the Proposed
Discipline by following, with some modifications, the Wesleyan Methodist system
of strict denominational control of schools, '48 ^[^q Pree Methodists agreed to it
reluctantly os the price of union. Bishop Marston notes that the Free Methodist
Commission members "...could not go the full distance to the WM position, and
the Wesleyan system was moderated in the final plan. "'49 Jhot the adoption of
this system would hove entailed o considerable readjustment by the Free Methodist
schools has already been noted.
The plan os presented in the Proposed Discipline was not a wholly satis
factory solution to this problem. While it met Wesleyan demands, it created the
risk of losing some of the Free Methodist institutions and could hove erupted os a
hot issue ot the FM General Conference in 1959,
There appeared to be no other way, however, in which this issue could be
resolved. The Wesleyons mode it clear that they would not agree to local or re
gional control of the schools in the united church. This was spelled out by Roy S.
148see su�ra, pp. 119-120.
149Leslie R. Marston, personal letter to the writer, doted March 4, 1966,
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Nicholson, President of the Wesleyan Methodist General Conference, in a letter
to Bishop C. V, Fairboirn, doted December 1, 1953. Referring to the provision
that oil actions by the local Board of Trustees be subject to review by the denomi
national board Nicholson wrote:
Proper arrangements con be mode by which emergency motters
could be handled without hurt to any institution... . If there was un
willingness to submit its proposals to o representative board for scrur-
tiny, with the assurance that those proposals would be considered with
out prejudice, such reluctance would indicate to me a greater need
for such supervision. I do not wish to be dogmatic, but I think that
the principle of ultimate control by a central Board of Trustees, how
ever it may be expressed and odministered, is one which our people
would require as a condition for merger,. . ..'^O
This major obstacle to merger was resolved sufficiently, then, that it pre
sented no problem to the Wesleyan Methodists; potentially it could have still been
o major obstocle to merger from the Free Methodist point of view.
Summary
Of the major obstacles to merger considered in this section, certainly the
two most crucial ones in 1955 were mutual ignorance and the general superintend
ency. Many other obstacles appeared during the twelve years of negotiations, par
ticularly the issues of pastoral coll and control of denominational schools, but in
each of these coses o satisfactory solution, ot least for 1955, was reached. The
problem of mutual ignorance and the issues involved with the general superintend
ency worked together and in connection with other factors to create on atmosphere
'50Roy S. Nicholson, personal letter to C. V. Fairboirn (2 pp. typewrit
ten), doted December 1, 1953. Included in "Joint Commission on Merger...,"
etc. , 0�. cit.
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unfavorable to merger considerations at the 1955 Wesleyan Methodist General
Conference.
VII. BASIC FEATURES OF THE UNION PROPOSAL
The Proposed Discipline of the United Wesleyan Methodist Church was on
almost complete statement of what would hove been the doctrine, standards, polity,
and ritual of the united church. The bosic feotures of this union proposal, as set
forth in the Proposed Discipline, ore noted on the following pages.
Doctrine
The doctrine of the united church, os set forth in twenty-four articles of
religion, was Wesleyan, based on the Methodist Articles of Religion as formulated
by John Wesley. Inasmuch as both the Wesleyan and the Free Methodist articles of
religion were very similor, often even to identical wording, the doctrine proposed
for the united church represented little change for either church. The following
points should be noted, however:
Inspiration of Scripture. The article on the Holy Scriptures committed the
united church to the doctrine of the inerrancy of the original manuscripts of the
Bible. The Free Methodists had no explicit commitment to this doctrine; the Wes
leyons did. Although this was certainly the prevailing FM view, specific commit
ment to the doctrine would probably hove been the most significant doctrinal addi
tion for the Free Methodists, '^l
Proposed Discipline, p. 7. (Cf. the Wesleyon Methodist and Free
Methodist Disciplines under the article on "Sufficiency of the Holy Scriptures." "The
U5
Christicih Baptism. The FM and WM Disciplines contained identical state
ments; however the Jpint Commission rewrote ond elaborated this article, clarifying
the question of infant baptism, 1^2
Second Coming of Christ. This wos a new statement (though not o new
doctrine) for the Free Methodists, It did not commit the united church to any par
ticularmillennial view, however.
Duty of Christians to Civil Authority, A new article for both churches. '54
Miscellaneous. Free Methodist articles on the use of the vernacular tongue
in worship, "Christion Men's Goods," and "A Christian Man's Oath" were added.
A Free Methodist article on "Works of Supererogation" and o Wesleyan Methodist
article on "Relative Duties" were omitted. Several other articles were combined or
rewritten, '55
Standards of Conduct
John Wesley's "General Rules" were set forth os the basis of Christian con
duct, OS hod been the cose in both the FM and WM Disciplines, A list of "Special
Rules" and o section on "Christian Life" were included. In general the Special Rules
followed those in the FM Discipline and were thus fewer and somewhat less explicit
than the Wesleyan %>ecial Rules. '56
Reaffirmation of the Doctrines of Our Faith," adopted by the 1923 WM General Con
ference ond containing the reference to inerrancy, is found in the 1951 Wesleyan
Methodist Discipline pp, 21-23 but not in the 1963 Discipline,)
152|bid., p. 10. 153jbid, ;p. 11. 154ibid., p. 10,
155|bid., pp. 6-11, 156ibid;, pp, 11-14, 19-22.
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General Government
Geherdl Conference.
1. General officers were not to be voting members of the General Con
ference by virtue of their office, os hod been the cose in the WM system, '57
2. The General Conference wos forbidden to moke any rule that would
",,,deny to the onnuol conference the final disposition of oil pastoral arrange
ments, or thot shall deny to preochers and churches initial negotrotions concerning
the some, "158 j^is wos to safeguard the compromise reached regarding pastoral
placement,
3. The General Conference was forbidden to make any rule that would
interfere with the supervision of the annual conference over the ministers and
churches within its bounds,, , . " with the exception of general officers�thus con
tinuing the more outonomous nature of the onnuol conference characteristic of the
WM system, '59
Board of Administration.
1. Except for the bishop5/general superintendents, no general officers were
to be members. In the WM system general officers were ex officio members, '^O
2. The Board of Administration was to be sub-organized into five commis
sions, following the FM practice and departing significantly from the WM system of
boards of control, '^l
157|bid, , p. 25. l^^lbid. , p, 16, 159|b|d, , p. 17.
160|bid., p. 27. '^'ibid., p. 28,
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Geherdl superintendency.
The election of one or more (bishops) (general superintendents) was pro
vided for, the term of office to be four years coinciding with the General Con
ference quadrennium.
Educational policy.
1, Each educational institution was to hove o Board of Trustees of from
twelve to eighteen members which would be charged with the general management
of the school. 1^3
2, Final control of each school was to be retained by the denomination
through the Boord of Administration, including ultimate right to oil property. 1^4
3. Interscholostic athletics were to be prohibited, except as sponsored by
Christian organizations; football was specifically forbidden.
4, All faculty members were to be in harmony with the doctrine of the
church, and three-fourths of the full-time faculty were to be members of the
church. 166
Annuel Conference
Presiding officer. The bishop/general superintendent (or his appointee) was
to preside over the annual conference sessions unless previously voted otherwise by
the annual conference. 1^7
Conference superintendency. Each annual conference was to elect o
'62|bid., pp. 26-27, 87-88. 163|b{d., pp. 53-54. 164|bid.
165|bid., p. 54. 166ibid. 167ibid., p. 63.
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conference superintendent (not, as per WM practice, o conference "president'^ 1^8
Postbral placement.
1. Within each conference, each local charge was to hove authority to
". . .moke o new pastoral orrongement with any preacher who is o member of o con
ference.,. . ,
"
2, All such arrongems nts were to be subject to approval or concel lotion
by a conference committee. '^O
3. "Pastoral changes other than ot the time of the annual conference
shall be permitted only in coses of emergency, "'^l
4. Appointment of o pastor by conference committee was to be mode in
the cose of any church that did not negotiate o pastoral arrangement. 172
Ministerial membership. Ministers were to hold membership in the annual
conference, following FM practice, rather than in the local church, os per WM
173
practice. "
Ritual
Dedication of infants. In addition to the baptism ritual, o ritual for the
dedication of infants was included. The FM Discipline, in contrast to that of the
Wesleyan Methodist Church, made no provision for dedication. 174
168|bid. 169|bid., p. 65. 170|bid.
171 Ibid. 172|bld.
173|bid., pp. 82-84. 174|bid.; pp. 103-104.
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Other Ritual. Other forms of ritual were essentially simply the harmoni
zation of the ritual of the two churches. '75
Transitional Provisions
In order to make the transition from two denominations to one os smooth os
possible, the following transitional provisions were included in the Proposed Disci
pline:
General superintendency. At the uniting general conference, FM dele
gates would elect three, WM delegates two, general superintendents or bishops.
The next generol conference would elect three former Free Methodists and two
former Wesleyan Methodists to the general superintendency. Succeeding general
conferences of the united church would elect os many or as few general superintend-
ent^bishops os desired, these to be elected without regard to former denominational
affiliation.
Administrative re-olignment. At the uniting general conference, those
elected to the general superintendency were to draw up o plan for the election of
other general officers during the some general conference. Some of these officers
were to be fprmer Free Methodists and some former Wesleyons; the superintendent^''
bishops were to decide which offices should be filled by former Free Methodists,
which by former Wesleyons, attempting to realize on "equitoble distribution" of
these offices among men from the two merging groups. FM delegates would then
175|bid., pp. 100-122. ^^^Ibid., p. 26.
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elect those officers designated to be fornier Free Methodists, ond likewise the WM
delegates would elect the officers to be former Wesleyons. At succeeding general
conferences oil delegates would vote on all offices without regard to post denomi
national affiliation,
Board of Administration. Free Methodist delegates to the uniting con
ference were to elect twenty-?four members to the Board of Administration and
Wesleyan delegates were to elect twenty-one. This obnormolly large Board would
serve only for the first quadrennium; following that normal procedures would be
followed, 178
Conference boundaries. Conferences existing in the two churches at the
time of union were to be allowed to continue their independent existence, thus oc
casioning considerable overlapping�but with the expectation that overlapping con
ferences would in time either merge or re^align their boundaries so os to eliminate
overlapping. There was to be no arbitrary merging of conferences without the con
sent of the conferences involved; self-determination was to be followed. Established
churches of one conference which after the merger might find themselves in or near
the territory of another conference would be permitted to transfer to the other con
ference if such o transfer were approved by a comity council of the united church. ^79
Summary of Basic Features
The union proposal seems to represent more or less even compromises be
tween the two churches in the areas of doctrine, standards of conduct, and ritual�
I'^lbid. , pp, 26-27. 178,b^^ ^ 27. '^^Ibtd. , p, 62,
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areas in which little compromise was required, however, since there was little
difference in these matters to begin with.
Greater compromises were necessitated, and realized, in polity. In gen
eral, these may be classified as follows:
Equal compromise�general conference, annual conference administra
tion, and pastoral placement.
Greater FM compromise�educational polity
Greater WM compromise� Board of Administration, general superintend
ency, and ministerial placement.
Regarding transitional provisions, the procedures to be followed in electing
general superintendents/bishops and the first joint Board of Administration were ob
viously designed to reflect the larger membership of the Free Methodist Church, 180
General Evaluation
Viewing the union proposal as o whole, it is obvious thot the Free Metho
dists made o significant compromise in agreeing to denominational control of the
schools. To o lesser extent they compromised olso in agreeing to provisions which
tended to strengthen the powers of the annual conference os opposed to the General
Conference,
When one realizes, however, that the Wesleyons agreed to a limited gen
eral superintendency, even with the possibility of the use of the title "bishop";
180 Bishop Marston notes that the proposed 3 to 2 ratio in the denominational
background of the first general superintendents/bishops was based on "the disparity in
membership of the two denominations." Marston, personal letter, loc. cit.
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agreed to less general executive representation on official church boards; agreed
to ministerial membership in the annual conference (contrary to one of their earlier
fourteen points); and, finally, agreed to smaller representation on the transitional
board of general superintendents/bishops and Board of Administration�all signifi
cant concessions� the conclusion seems Inescapable that the Wesleyan Methodists
conceded more than did the Free Methodists in the final union proposal.
This fact should not be allowed, however, to obscure the more basic fact
that the union proposal in no sense represented a radical departure for the Wes
leyons from their existing polity- The two churches simply were not very far opart
to begin with, even in polity.
Yet they were divergent enough so that these compromises, with other
factors, provided sufficient fuel for strong opposition to merger,
Vlll. THE MERGER DEBATE
In 1955, during the months leading up to the general conferences, the
pages of The Free Methodist and The Wesleyan Methodist were opened to the de
nominational constituency for o discussion of the merger question. Additional dis
cussion, of course, took place at other levels, particularly in the annual confer
ences.
At the recommendation of the Joint Commission, the boards of administra
tion of the two churches adopted the following policy regarding discussions in the
denominational organs:
The Boards of Administration request the editors of "The Wesleyon
153
Methodist" and "The Free Methodist" to open the columns of these
official organs to discussion of the proposed merger of the Wesleyan
Methodist and Free Methodist Churches under the following provi
sions:
1. These discussions shall appear within the period from January
1 to May 1, 1955.
2. The space allowed should usually be limited to two pages
in any issue of the papers with preference given to the briefer articles
and with condensations of contributions as necessary.
3, The editor of each paper is requested to be fair in the allot
ment of space to the varying views of the proposed merger but shall
eliminate matter which for any reason he considers objectionable, ^^l
This notice did not get into the pages of the denominational papers until
February in the one case and March in the other. A considerable debate soon de
veloped, however, in The Wesleyon Methodist. The merger seemingly sparked much
less discussion among the Free Methodists, for in 1955 only two articles on the sub
ject appeared�and both favored the merger.
In contrast, some eighteen articles on the merger question appeared in
The Wesleyan Methodist during March, April, and May, 1955. Of these, nine
favored merger, eight opposed it, and one, while ostensibly for merger, hod o
rather strong anti-merger tone. Further, of the eight articles opposing merger,
three were written by general officers of the Wesleyan Methodist Church, includ
ing one who was also o member of the Joint Commission.
1^1' "Board of Administration on Merger," The Wesleyan Methodist, CXIl
(March 2, 1955), p. 3; cf. "Discussion on Church Merger," The Free Methodist,
LXXXVIII (February 22, 1955), p. 5.
182john G. Hessler, "Is Church Merger Possible?" The Free Methodist,
LXXXVIII (April 12, 1955), p. 6; E. R. Iliff, "On Church Merger," The Free
Methodist, LXXXVIII (April 26, 1955), p. 6.
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The following poges give o survey ond analysis of the issues raised by
these articles, as well os other articles that appeared earlier in the two papers.
The object is to get some understanding of the way in which the merger question
was viewed and understood, and to see what issues loomed os particularly signifi
cant in the merger debate.
THE ARGUMENTS FOR MERGER
The arguments advanced in favor of the merger can be grouped under four
main propositions: (1) continued separation is unjustifiable, (2) the united church
would be stronger than either of the merging churches, (3) merger would spark en
thusiasm and new life, and (4) merger might stimulate further unions.
A. Continued Separation is Unjustifiable.
1 , Existing differences between the two churches ore negligible. Dr.
R. S. Nicholson noted that
...there ore no doctrinal or moral differences, and no conflict of
moral ideals, and. . .merging will not require the surrender of any
principle essential to the promotion of scriptural holiness,....
Factually, there ore fewer essential differences than many suppose
there to be between these two holiness bodies. '83
Another writer noted, "We ore divided by matters of insignificance. We
are one in everything that is essential, practical, spiritual ond scriptural.'"
'84
183Roy S. Nicholson, "Why 1 Favor Church Merger," The Wesleyan
Methodist, CXIl (March 2, 1955), p. 4.
184AltonJ. Shea, "Principles That Point Toward Merger," The Wesleyan
Methodist, CXIl (April 20, 1955), p. 7.
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A layman pointed out, "Our manner of living is similar. Our aims ore identical.
We work among the some classes of people and with much the some methods. "1^5
2. Merger would end this needless separation. "One has to explain con
stantly the separation of two churches which ore so identical. "
3. Merger would be the Christian thing to do. "I believe that all Chris
tian people should be one. . . ," said one writer; ", , . it displeases the Lord to hove
so many duplications. " Another said merger "seems like the Christian thing to
do. It concerns me os to what the man on the street will think if two bodies, who
profess such a high state of grace and who admittedly ore alike in doctrine, cannot
unite. "188 Yet another argued that merger is in harmony with Jesus' prayer in
John 17J 89
B, The united church would be stronger than either of the merging churches.
1, Merger would mean greater spiritual strength. As one stated it,
"...these two Churches would gain much in strengthening and encouraging each
'�^lsabelle F. Riggs, "A Layman Favors It," The Wesleyan Methodist,
CXIl (May 4, 1955), p. 10.
186Nicholson, "Why I Favor Church Merger," loc. cit.
187Arthur O. Northrup, "Why I Beli eve In It," The Wesleyan Methodist,
CXIl (May 11, 1955), p. 7.
188Royal S, Woodheod, "Why I Favor Merger," The Wesleyan Methodist,
CXIl (May 11, 1955), p. 7,
189john G. Hessler, "Is Church Merger Possible?" The Free Methodist,
LXXXVIII (April 12, 1955), p. 6.
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other by merging"; the united church would be o "larger, stronger body."!^^
2. Merger would solve problems now confronting the two churches. "A
score of major problems that confront Wesleyan Methodists at this stage of growth
could find happier solution in a pooling of resources. " Nicholson noted.
There may come a time in the future, earlier than some dare suspect,
when the smaller bodies will be compelled to take steps affiliating with
other groups which would not afford time for the study and deliberation
which has been afforded in this instance.... It is becoming more diffi
cult, costly and complicated to maintain o missionary program, and the
governments of the world ore frowning upon seporote and small groups
which they consider to be "competing" with each other. Our missionary
program would be enhanced by merger, I feel.
On this some point, another writer recalled how Wesleyon Methodist mission en
deavors hod been hampered because of the small size of the church. Jhis writer
also contended that
...our very small ness tends to keep us small.... Our limited number
of churches is a constont cause of membership loss. I live in a city
where through the years I hove seen Wesleyons lost to the church when
they moved here from other communities. This is no isolated cose. If
another family were to move from your church tomorrow, how great ore
the chances that they would move into a community where there is a
Wesleyan Methodist Church? 194
3. Merger would open new doors for greater advance.
'90David H. Scott, "I Believe In It," The Wesleyan Methodist, CXIl
(April 20, 1955), p. 6.
'91 Shea, loc. cit.
'92Nicholson, "Why I favor Church Merger," loc. cH.
193Riggs, loc. cit.
194|bid.
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I believe that our evangelistic program would be greatly strengthened
by the merger, which would introduce new evangelists with their
emphases to those who are desirous of such without going outside their
195
own group.
'^^
Through the uniting of local churches the united church could moke "o strong appeal
to the world in city-wide evangelistic efforts. God also is pleased to see His fol
lowers united for the salvation of others. "'^^
Merger also would permit the expansion of the publishing ministry in the
united church, "It would permit the publication of some definitely Wesleyan and
Arminion literature which is sorely needed ot this time, and which neither of our
groups is able to publish apart from the help of the other, "'^7 Merger
,..will give us o larger constituency for Sunday school. Youth, and
Missionary publications, as well as the regular periodicals. More and
better materials for Sunday school teochers, youth leaders, and missionary
promotion could be edited and printed. This is seriously needed. No
matter how much leaders wish to produce these materials now, their
hands ore tied with o small outlet. Many of our people ore securing
suitable material elsewhere.
Further, it was argued that merger might pennit the establishment of a
seminary program. This was o concern of many in the church, "Neither of us alone
can operate such o seminary, and it would be a struggle to do it if merged; but we
could do better than we con alone, "'^9
'95Nicholson, "Why I Favor Church Merger," loc. cit.
'96|-|essler, loc. cit.
'97Nicholson, "Why I Favor Church Merger," loc. cit,
'98Martin W. Cox, "Will the Vision Fail?" The Wesleyan Methodist,
CXIl (May 11, 1955), p. 10.
"
'^^Nicholson, "Why I Favor Church Merger," loc. cit. Cf. Edward D.
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4, Merger would mean more effective church government. It would
make administration of the church more effective by dividing the administrative
load between several commissions.
Isabel le F. Riggs, in one of the most perceptive of oil the articles on
merger, countered the charge mode by some^OI that o more centralized form of
government would be o hindrance to evangelistic effectiveness. She pointed out,
...if we are to prove the superiority of our form of church government,
we shall hove to use something other than statistics. What ore we
going to do with the cold fact that, in the matter of the solvation of
souls and the building of the Church other holiness bodies hove been
more successful than we? Their stronger central government has not
proved to be a handicap.
And to those who were satisfied with the existing polity of their church Royal S.
Woodheod commented, "I hove yet to see a person who has built o house who could
not see improvements which he could make in it. "203
It was also held that the government of the united church would be more
efficient. "The spending of funds that would be saved to advance the cause would
certainly honor God. "204
C. Merger would spark new enthusiasm and life.
Dr. Nicholson contended that merger "would introduce a new spirit and
Angell, "A Concern for Future Ministers," The Wesleyan Methodist, CXIl (May 4,
1955), pp. 10-11.
200Nicholson, "Why I Favor Church Merger," loc. cit.
201 Infra, p. 168. ^^^Riggs, loc. cit.
203woodhead, loc. cit. 204Northrup, loc. cit.
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challenge into our respective organizations. "205
D. Merger might stimulate further unions.
"Merger would enable us to provide a more united front as o port of the
great Holiness Movement of our day, "206 other holiness groups might feel like
uniting with the new church. Dr. Stephen W. Paine, President of Houghton Col
lege, said,
I believe that God is pleased when instead of backing into our
selves, we go out to others in love and co-operation. . .. this type of
spirit amounts to o winsomeness and aggressiveness which will attract
outsiders, and it may well attract also other of the small holiness
churches to a desire'to make common cause with us. 207
Summary
The present writer does not suggest, of course, that these were the only
arguments for merger, nor that they were the best arguments. But these were the
main arguments to which the Wesleyan Methodist constituency, particularly, were
exposed from the general church level. Basically ^these articles favoring merger
argued that the objectives to which both churches were committed could better be
accomplished together than separately.
.THE ARGUMENTS AGAINST MERGER
The arguments put forward against the Wesleyan-Free Methodist merger
205Nicholson, "Why I Favor Church Merger," loc. cit.
206|bid.
207steph en W. Paine, "Comfort or Conquest?" The Wesleyan Methodist,
CXIl (May 11, 1955), p. 10.
160
were more numerous ond more involved that those favoring merger. For conven
ience they con be classified under eight main propositions: (1) the two churches
ore not ready for merger, (2) the merger os proposed would mean compromising too
much, (3) some aspects of the proposal ore unsatisfactory, (4) merger would not
bring spiritual renewal, (5) merger offers no particular advantages, (6) merger
would result in divisions and possibly schisms, (7) merger is inherently unhealthy,
and (8) this is the wrong merger ot the wrong time,
A. The two churches ore not ready for merger,
1. They are not sufficiently acquainted at the local level. It was argued
that
...local churches in the some county ore opt not to know [of] each
other's existence, unless they are in the some town, and even then
they ore not too well acquainted with each other.. Merging of
the two Churches before local churches and annual conferences be
came acquainted would be as unwise, as the marriage of a couple
before any time for courtship,
F, R. Eddy mode a similar point, expressing the belief that "there must be o far
greater degree of fellowship and co-mingling of the two churches before any merger
can possibly succeed.
2, There is little grass roots support for merger. Dr. Charles W. Carter
208xhomas D. Hersey, "Local Acquaintance Before Merger," The Wes
leyan Methodist, CXIl (March 23, 1955), p. 4,
209f. R. Eddy, "On Church Merger, Why I Cannot Support It," The
Wesleyan Methodist, CXIl (March 9, 1955), p. 4.
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wrote, "...while merger ideols appear to be shared on the leadership level...,
there is little evidence that such ideals ore proportionately shared on the lay mem
bership level of either denomination. "^10
3. Opinion is too divided to make merger wise at this time. Dr, Rufus
Reisdorph, at the time Wesleyan Methodist General Sunday School Secretary,
wrote.
Thousands of godly men and women are to me [sic; "be"] found
on either side of the merger proposition;. , . . This condition reveals
that the leading of the Holy Spirit is not yet clearly discerned in this
matter. A definite action of such magnitude should be supported by
a general conviction that it is God's plon.^l I
B. Merger as proposed would mean compromising too much.
Union should not be consummated until it con be done without compro
mise. H. L. Crockett suggested the proposition, "Let each wait until the other is
willing to come up to their [sic] higher standards before consenting to unite. "^12
1. Merger os proposed would mean too great o compromise in polity.
"Because of the difference in church polity, each church would hove to give up so
213
[that is, too] many of their [sic] fundamental principles...."
' Dr. Reisdorph
210charlesW. Carter, "Is It Practicable?" The Wesleyan Methodist,
CXIl (April 27, 1955), p. 6.
2llRufus Reisdorph, "Why I Do Not Favor the Merger os Now Proposed,"
The Wesleyan Methodist, CXIl (March 30, 1955), p. 6.
212h. L. Crockett, "Denominational Coalescence," The Wesleyan Meth
odist, CIV (August 20, 1947), p. 8.
^'^Guy E, Terpe and M� Spikes, "Mossillon, Ohio, on Merger," The
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argued similarly.
The proposed Discipline requires the Wesleyan Methodists move o
long way toward central control in church polity. In the judgment
of this writer, this type of government is expensive, impractical,
inefficient, and contrary to some clear suggestions in the Scrip
tures. 214
He noted in particular that
Within the lost six years. Departmental Councils hove been mode
a port of the Wesleyan Methodist form of government, . . . These
benefits and other advanced steps token in recent years would be
jeopardized by the proposed form of government. 215
2. Merger as proposed would mean a return to episcopacy. As noted previ
ously, this was on emotion-loden issue for the Wesleyons, and this fact is reflected
in the arguments printed in The Wesleyan Methodist. One writer's argument ran:
The proposed plan is that we retain the name "Wesleyan" in the merg
er and then put on the harness of episcopal government. Con we, as a
free church, afford to do this. I ask the question in all kindness to the
movement [sic]. Will our individual conferences submit to the surrender
of their rights of self-government and come under the rule and dictate
of on outside man? It may be said that it is only a superintendent, but
history in American Methodism proves that it is only one step from superin
tendent to bishop and presiding elder. Are we willing, os a Church, to
be placed under a board of five men to be the head and governing body
of the entire organization ?216
(It is obvious, of course, that the lost statement represents a considerable misunder-
Wesleyan Methodist, CXIl (May 18, 1955), p, 6,
214Re;sclorph, loc. cit.
215ibid.
Crossman, "What Shall Be Gained," The Wesleyan Methodist,
CXIl (April 20, 1955), p. 6.
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standing of the powers ond duties of the generol superintendency as given in the
Proposed Discipline.)
Dr. C. W. Carter also argued against the merger ot length on the issue
of episcopacy. His argument ran, in port:
Certainly the first and foremost disadvantage of merger would in
volve a likely serious compromise in the cherished Wesleyan form of
government.... there is no assurance given as to the final name or
nature of the governing officials of the united church. . . . The initial
election of those leaders ot the uniting general conference specifically
provides for three "bishops" to be elected from the Free Methodist
delegates and two "bishops" to be elected from the Wesleyan Metho
dist delegates [sic; actually "(General Superintendents) (Bishops)" in
the Proposed Discipline]. Thus it appears evident,... that the new
united church is to hove the bishopric.
It must be frankly faced that it was opposition to the abuses in
herent in episcoprocy [sic], as exercised by the Methodist bishops, that
gave rise to the Wesleyan Church, and not primarily the onti-slovery
issue. Slavery was indeed the issue, but onti -episcopacy was the real
cause of the withdrawal from Methodism by the Wesleyan founders.
No degree of modification of the bishopric would meet the approval
of the majority of the Wesleyan people, whose form of government is
patterned after and commensurate with the American democratic way of
life.
...the argument that a more centeralized [sic] form of government,
such OS characterizes the Free Methodist Church, would make for greater
growth and development hardly stands the test of logic, when it is con
sidered that the Free Methodist Church is almost as old as the Wesleyan
Methodist and there is little if any evidence that her form of government
has done anything for her that the Wesleyan form has not done for the
Wesleyan Church. ^ 17
3. The proposed manner of pastoral placement sacrifices the rights of the
local church. J. L. Londrey argued.
What o fine place the laymen occupies [sic] in the discharge of the
2'7Carter, loc. cit.
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business of the locol churcho Their voice is heard every year in the
selection of the pastor. . . . Merger would take away this privilege
and carry on this work quite differently, A committee selected from
outside your church, headed by a person from outside the conference,
would doubtless take over, 218
(This, of course, was inaccurate,)
4. The proposal concerning the presiding officer of the annual conference
gives up a democratic principle. It was argued,
,..our annual conference is presided over by men who work inside
the conference.,,. This is a very fine and practical method. If
these fine features of our democratic government ore signed oway
many of our people will not appreciate it, 2 19
5, Merger would mean giving up the identity of the merging churches.
Our identity today as a holiness church is quite clear and should be
carefully preserved, God who laid the foundations for the Jewish
nation also laid the foundations for the Early Church, We ore the torch-
bearers of that previous faith for the some God laid the foundations
of our beloved Church by the hand of our early Pioneers. 220
This some article, which used the words "might," "may," or "sometimes" ot least
eleven times, expressed fears also for the smaller group:
In some instances the identity of the smaller group is completely lost.
It may be better to |ust read about the experience of Jonah and
profit by his mistake. God's second best sometimes is not very pleasant to
endure. 221
218j, L. Landrey, "A Wesleyan Methodist Speaks About Church Merger,"
The Wesleyan Methodist, CXIl (March 30, 1955), p. 7.
219|bid. 220ibid.
221|bid.
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6, Merger as proposed would mean a compromise on standards of conduct,
J. R. Swouger, Wesleyan Methodist Home Missions Secretary at the time, criti
cized the section entitled "Special Rules":
It consists of four brief paragraphs,, ,, and contains references to only
three Scripture verses; it does not once mention "superfluous ornaments,"
"wearing of gold or pearls," nor does it mention the Scripture refer
ring to these items, much less quote them os does the Wesleyan Disci-
pline,222
(While Swouger was technically correct on this point, he neglected to mention that
the proposed membership covenant included the question, "Will you refrain from the
use of superfluous ornaments and adorn yourself in plain and modest apparel, not
with gold, nor pearls, . , , , ")223
Swouger also lamented that in the Proposed Discipline "the whole Dress
Question under the so-called Special Rules is to be dismissed with only twenty-two
words] "224
C. Some aspects of the proposal ore unsatisfactory,
1. The proposed manner of pastoral placement would be irritating. Ac
cording to Dr. Eddy,
The basic manner of the ministry of the Free Methodist Church
is qjpointive even though it is by committee rather than by o bishop
The new form hod to be set up with the word "may" used with
222j. Swouger, "Why I Am Opposed to It," The Wesleyan Methodist,
CXIl (April 6, 1955), p. 11.
223Proposed Discipline, op, dt, , p. 21.
224Swauger, loc. cit, (Emphasis his.)
regard to the compromise. ... this would. . . be irritating. It would
result in long debates as to the best way. That would be o hin
drance. ^25
Apparently Eddy was referring to the statement in the Proposed Discipline which
read, "Each pastoral charge may vote upon the return of a pastor and may moke a
new pastoral arrangement with any preacher who is a member of a conference...."
2. The proposal concerning the presiding officer of the annual confer
ence is o poor one. Dr. Eddy argued.
The method of supervision in the Free Methodist Church is that all con
ferences ore presided over by a man from outside the body who acts as
o Referee in the transaction of business. I do not believe that this is
commendable for my experience leads me to feel that only o man tmly
acquainted with the people and work con well administer the work. An
outsider may be impartial, but I do not like to soy that our own men
living with the work ore not. An outside, man cannot be o leader. A
man who is o member of the body can and should be a leader and advisor
in the same manner as o pastor is to o local church.
^27
3. The solution to the school problem is inadequate. It was Dr. Eddy,
again, who raised this objection:
The matters of School management ore so different in the two
churches and the work of education in the two churches so for over
laps that it is my sincere feeling that it is too big a hurdle and
cannot be merged [sic] without friction and irritating debotes.^^o
225Ecldy, "On Church Merger," loc. cit.
226proposed Discipline, op. cit. , p, 65.
227Eddy, "On Church Merger," loc, cit.
228ibid.
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4, The proposed handling of the pension plan is unsatisfactory. A minis
ter wrote an article questioning the wisdom of merger since it would affect the
Wesleyan Methodist pension plan.229
D� Merger would not bring spiritual renewal.
1. Merger would not deepen spiritual life, "We hove never known," said
the Mossillon, Ohio, Wesleyan Methodist Church, "of two churches, ,, that hove
united and hove grown that hove reported that the spiritual life of the group has
been deepened through this union," And Dr, Reisdorph argued.
The merger question is most important as it relates to the spiritual life
of the Church, But it has not been suggested as a means to revival.
It rather points to a path that has robbed others of the revival spirit.
We must look in another direction if we would hove revival in our
day. Pentecost did not bring union; it brought unity and growth.
Let us turn to the methods and movement of o Pentecost, 231
, 2. Merger is not the proper way to achieve church growth,, "We believe
that the scriptural method of growth is not through union of different sects or church-
es but through 'inward growth' by the solvation of souls,
"
3. Merger would bring centralized government, which is o hindrance to
229wi| Ham Millard, "Pension or Social Security," The Wesleyan Metho
dist, CXIl (March 30, 1955), p, 6.
230Terpe and Spikes, loc. cit.
231Reisdorph, [oc, cit.
232jg^g and Spikes, loc. cit.
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evangelism. According to Dr. Reisdorph,
A Denomination's form of government has definite bearing upon the
evangelistic emphasis of the Church; among the churches that hove be
come formal in service and liberal in theology are found many with
highly-centralized government. On the other hand, many of the evan
gelical churches and other organizations promoting revival ore demo
cratic in their form of government. No definite rule is followed, but
trends ore obvious. ^33
E. Merger offers no particular advantages.
1. Merger would not mean more efficiency. Dr. Eddy denied greater
efficiency would be achieved:
It has been argued that merger would lower the cost of supervision,
I disagree with that. There would be just as many people as there ore
with the two. With very few exceptions there would be the same num
ber of churches. In both denominations at the present the Supervision
is overloaded. Merger could not relieve this,234
Regarding predicted savings in the publishing field, Landrey argued.
� , . .merger might disappoint us in regards to a publishing center. The
cost of enlargement might not be too much different than promoting a
new layout as the need is now. Staff capacities would be quite the
same under both arrangements. . . . We who ore the cause of the en
largement might be expected to bear the lions [sic] share of the cost
of expansion. Our best observation is that we stand to be disappointed
with the benefits derived from merger in the publishing field, ^35
Thomas Hersey pointed out that the key factor in efficiency may be the
attitudes at the local level. He wrote, in port.
233Reisdorph, loc, cit.
234Eddy, "On Church Merger," loc. cit,
235Landrey, loc. cit.
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...the economic footer in o church merger is not in the efficiency of
the machinery but in the local churches whose vision and faith and
support hove been the basis of the whole economic program of the
church. A church merger would strengthen the foreign mission program,
if the local churches didn't drop their support because of incompati
bility with the merger program, ^36
2. The results of merger would be disappointing. In virtually every area
of church function, merger would turn out to be a disadvantage�according to
Landrey.
What about our fine periodicals, some changes would no doubt
be mode, , , , Even minor changes in this field might be undesirable
and unnecessary, , , ,
In the department of Missions, both home and foreign, very care
ful and practical thinking should be done,,,. They could not be
merged to any degree more than ot present. , , .
In the department of Evangelism plans for merger might not turn
out so successfully os planned, ^37
The writer ventured to suggest that perhaps, after all, God had mode us of different
likes and desires and therefore we should not merge. ^38
F. Merger would result in divisions and possibly schisms,
1, Merger could not be consummated without considerable controversy.
This was Dr. Eddy's main argument in his rather strong article against merger, Eddy
expressed feor of controversy and debate; he suggested existing differences between
the two churches meant they should not merge, for merger could not be effected
without debate. In one cose, on issue "would result in long debates as to the best
^'^^Hersey, loc. cit. '^'^^landrey , loc. cit.
238|bid.
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way. That would be o hindrance." Again, another issue cannot be resolved "with
out friction and irritating debates.
" Again, there is danger we may "become de
baters rather than evangel istsi," implicitly suggesting that o person could not be
both. Eddy summarized,
...the general constituencies ore not ready to lay down oil their fonner
manners of doing things and take o common ground without great and
prolonged argument. Thot would distract the interest and attention of
both peoples from spirituality and evangelism until it would retard the
work of the two churches for a long while. Neither church is yet for
enough owoy from strong prejudices on various subjects to yield willing
ly what would be required. 240
2. Schism would probably result from merger. The Mossillon, Ohio,
church resolution noted.
Where two or more denominations hove united, we hove noted
that with few exceptions, it has caused division where o number of
the members from both denominations hove refused to go along with
the merger; and we feel that this will be true in the cose of the Wes
leyan Methodist and Free Methodist Churches. 241
Dr, Reisdorph raised the some point:
To merge would throw thousands of good Christian people in each
of the Churches into o position where they would have to accept
something in church polity or practice that they do not favor or ap
preciate, or separate from former co-workers, ... It is possible to
destroy unity by forcing union. 242
239Eddy, "On Church Merger," loc. cit.
240ibid.
241 Terpe and Spikes, loc. cit.
242Reisdorph, loc. cit.
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And Dr. Carter wrote,
it is practically certain that should merger be legislated o large seg
ment would refuse to go into the merger and would continue the
present name, organization, and spiritual function of the Wesleyan
Methodist Church of America.
...in many instances individuals and local churches would elect
to either retain their Wesleyan identity, or cost their lot with more
progressive holiness groups, with the result that broken fellowships
and lawsuits over church property rights and other conflictions would
follow. 243
G. Merger is inherently unhealthy.
1, Merger negotiations divert from more important tasks:
If the time and prayer that has been given to working on the
merger from both churches and the amount thot will be necessary
to
moke it workable, if there is a merger, was [sic] used in prayer and
evangelistic effort we feel that more souls would be won to God and
both churches strengthened. 244
2. Merger is on admission of defeat. Wrote Dr. Carter,
.. .the merger movement savors too much of an admission of
defeatism
sic ,...to warrant optimism about its outcome,
...Why assume o defeatist attitude at this juncture and moke o
move that would preclude the realization of the greates^|ossible period
of victory and progress the Church has yet known [?]
3. Meroer comes from the influence of the ecumenical movement. Accord
ing to Dr. Carter, the merger attempt "savors too much of. . .the
influence of the
243Garter, Ioc, cit,
^44jerpe and Spikes, loc, cit,
^45Carter, loc. cit.
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modern liberal ecumenical trends, .... "246
4. The increased size resulting from a merger is o detriment. "Large
churches ore too prone to lean on bigness rather than upon God. Numbers are not
as important as [is ] aggressive evangelism. "^47
5. Merger involves compromise, which is bad. It was argued that "to
consolidate. . .necessitates some compromising and a compromise never fully satis
fies either party.
"^48
H. This is the wrong merger at the wrong time.
If, in fact, it were wise for the Free Methodists or the Wesleyons to
merge, perhaps it should not be with each other� so suggested Dr. Carter. "Were
merger of the Wesleyan Methodist or Free Methodists advisable, it is easy to think
of several holiness denominations with which either church might unite in expecta
tion of greater spiritual life, . . . "249
Summary
Of these arguments advanced ogoinsi merger, the two most central ideas
246,bid.
247Eddy, "On Church Merger," loc. cit.
- 248b. W. Densmore, "Church Union Does Not Exist," The Wesleyon
Methodist, CXIl (April 20, 1955), p. 6.
249Carter, loc. cit.
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seem to be that merger, under the conditions proposed, would represent too great
a departure from current (Wesleyon Methodist) practice, and that in any cose
merger should not be pushed until there is more popular demand for it within the
churches. Of the arguments relating to polity, those relating to "episcopacy"
appear to be most crucial.
Evaluation of the Merger Debate
The arguments advanced for merger, largely in the pages of The Wesleyan
Methodist, tended to be more general than specific (dealing more with the princi
ple of merger than with the various details of the union proposal) and more of a
confirmatory than a polemical nature. This was in contrast with the opposing argu
ments. Virtually all the arguments favoring merger could be applied in any merger
attempt.
The negative arguments tended to be much more polemical and propagon-
distic than the favoring arguments. In reviewing the opposing arguments one is
struck by the use of ill-defined but emotion-loden catchwords, such os "episcopacy,"
"centralization," "compromise." There is also considerable misinterpretation of the
union proposal and a great deal of over-generalization concerning some of its fea
tures. Some of the arguments sound o bit contrived, and some ore irrelevant�such
OS, "merger will not bring revival" (neither will no merger) and "my church would
lose its identity" (so would the other church). Many of the generalizations would
need considerable evidence to be convincing, such as that "centralized government"
is incompatible with evangelism.
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These criticisms do not opply to oil the negotive orguments advanced, nor
would it be safe to conclude that there were no valid arguments against the merger
in 1955. Probably the most telling argument was that the churches were not ready
for merger in 1955.
In retrospect, it seems likely that many of the opposing arguments ad
vanced hod considerable influence�particularly those relating to "episcopacy" and
"centralization of power," for these appealed to existing fears and prejudices. Also
some of these very arguments were advanced by highly respected and influential
men� indicating, certainly, no intention to deceive, but only that prejudices,
fears, and misunderstanding existed ot oil levels.
It is not surprising that this debate developed. Whether or not the pro
posed basis for union actually meant for the Wesleyons the betrayal of their historic
principles and the adoption of o centralized episcopal government, certain of the
features of the proposal fostered this impression� for example, the use of the title
"bishop," to cite probably the most important example. It would have been under
standably difficult to convince a layman the government of the united church would
not actually be episcopal when he knew the general overseers of the church might
be called bishops.
It appears safe to conclude that insofar as Wesleyan opposition was due to
specific issues, feor of episcopacy and of centralized authority sparked this opposi
tion. To what extent opposition may hove been due to covert factors such as general
attitudes, and how such factors varied between the two groups, is problematical and
cannot be readily evaluated. Such strong opposition omong the Free Methodists
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could scarcely have arisen over the some issues, and the proposed basis for union
contained no other issues which could hove triggered violent opposition among the
Free Methodists. The one exception where real opposition might later hove devel
oped was at the point of the greatest Free Methodist compromise
� the schools issue.
IX. WHY THE ATTEMPT FAILED
The account given on the preceding pages of the Free Methodist
- Wesleyan
Methodist merger attempt of 1943-55 suggests some of the possible reasons why the
attempt foiled. An attempt will now be made to systematize and summarize those
factors which led to the discontinuation of negotiations in 1955. It is not presumed
that these were the only factors, but it appears evident that these factors were suf
ficiently crucial in themselves that, hod they not operated as they did, negotiations
would at least hove been continued until 1959 and would likely hove resulted in the
ultimate union of the two denominations.
These factors are of two types: the immediate factors�that is, the more
obvious, explicit, and generally recognized factors-and those underlying factors,
implied by the immediate factors, which operated to bring the
immediate factors to
the fore.
Immediate Factors
In essence, the factors which brought about the breakdown of negotiations
in 1955 were two: fear of episcopacy and fear of schism.
Fear of episcopacy. The Wesleyan Methodists feared that uniting
with the
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Free Methodists on the bosis proposed would mean the adoption of a centralized,
authoritarian, episcopal form of church government. ^50
It is clear from o study of the Proposed Discipline that the government of
the united church was to be largely republican in form and democratic in procedure
with final authority guaranteed to the membership of the church and with equal lay
representation throughout the church structure. It would hove been episcopal in
name only, and that only in the cose the title of "bishop" had been retained. Even
granting that the Wesleyan Methodists may hove compromised more in the formula
tion of the basis of union. It yet remains that, token as on over-oH system of gov
ernment, the Proposed Discipline constituted no radical departure from the existing
Wesleyan system. Some of the changes were in fact moves owoy from centralization
and concentration of power.
^51
This does not change the fact, however, that the merger proposal created
the impression of episcopacy and centralization of power. This impression was given
principally in the following ways:
1. Five general superintendents, rather than one president, were to be
elected.
2. That these men were to bear the title of "bishop" was left as a possible
250it Is not meant that oil Wesleyan Methodists hod this fear, nor that oil
those who opposed merger did so exclusively or primarily for this reason.
251 E. g,, in the united church the church schools hod o degree more
autonomy, and the removal of the elected general officers from automatic voting
membership in the General Conference tended to weaken their powers.
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option.
3. The Boord of Administrotion was to be sub-organized into commissions,
these to be presided over by the geheral superintendents. While this adoption of
the FM system actually was no move toward greater centralization, it probably
was viewed with suspicion by wary Wesleyons and increased the feor of centrali
zation.
4. The general superintendents were to preside over the onnuol confer
ences as a matter of policy�creating the impression of the omnipresence of the
"bishop. "
In addition, it seems highly likely that there was o secondary, psycholog
ical factor ot work to create the impression of centralization. To the Wesleyons,
the Free Methodist system wos an episcopacy. The ideas of "Free Methodist" and
"episcopacy" were tied together. Thus, any new provision coming from the Free
Methodists, regardless of its real significance, tended to give the impression of
centralization. Further, any provision giving greater representation to Free Meth
odists would give the impression of greater centralization. Thus the provision for
three FM and two WM superintendents tended to give the impression that the united
church would partake more of the nature of the Free Methodist Church, that is, of
0 centralized system. So also with representation on the first united Board of Ad
ministration.
Also along this line, since the term "bishop" (and even "superintendent")
was on alien one to the Wesleyons, the tendency would be for the Wesleyons to
picture a stranger, some person they did not know, presiding over their annual con-
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ference252�while in fact two of the general superintendents would have come from
WM ranks and these would presumably hove presided over most of the WM confer
ences ot first.
The general equation of Free Methodism with episcopacy and centraliza
tion of power, then, tended to moke every change from WM polity look like cen
tralization of power and o return to episcopacy. 253
That episcopacy represented more on attitude of feor than o rational de
duction may be inferred from the general condemnation of episcopacy (but lock of
explanation os to how the various features of the union proposal actually constituted
episcopacy) in the merger debate.
This discussion suggests some possible steps that could have been token to
prevent the charge of episcopacy from becoming so powerful:
1. General men would hove been needed for the supervision of the united
church; it hardly could have been expected that the church would not hove o gen
eral superintendency. But it seems likely that providing for four superintendents,
rather than five, would hove created a more favorable impression among the Wes
leyons, especially if two were elected by each merging group. The three-to-two
ratio was fair from the standpoint of comparative membership, but the two churches
were sufficiently comparable in this regard that to treat the merger as the union of
252observe the comment of J. L. Landrey, p. 164 that in the placement of
pastors o committee "headed by o person from outside the conference would doubtless
take over.
^See supra, p. 162.
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two equals would hove been more acceptable and, in reality, no less equitable.^^^
2, To hove proposed the title "general superintendent," dropping "bishop"
altogether, might hove considerably altered the outcome of the negotiations. Much
of the debate over merger at the 1955 Wesleyan Methodist General Conference
focused on the word "bishop." W. C. Mavis, a Free Methodist alternate to the
Joint Commission, reports that Roy S. Nicholson, who presided ot the 1955 WM
General Conference, commented later that if the Joint Commission, early in its
deliberations, had agreed on the title of "generol superintendent," not "bishop,"
the outcome of the 1955 vote would have been different. ^55 ^s it developed, the
word "bishop" became the rallying cry for the many who opposed merger for a num
ber of other, less articulate reasons.256
3. The some principle may be applied to the composition of the first unit
ed Board of Administration. An equal representation from each denomination, it
seems in retrospect, would hove been wiser.
Feor of episcopacy, then, was one of the two crucial immediate factors
affecting the 1955 Wesleyan vote.
254jhe Free Methodists had a total membership (U. S. and Canada) of
56,993 in 1955, compared with a total Wesleyan Methodist membership (U. S. and
Canada) of 39,855 for the same year. Thus in the united church the Wesleyons
would have constituted just under 43% so for as "home" membership is concerned.
The Free Methodists, however, hod a considerably larger foreign missions work than
did the Wesleyons. Conference Minutes, 1955, of the Free Methodist Church (Wi
nona Loke, Indiana: Free Methodist Publishing House, 1955), p. 428; "The Editor's
Annual Report of Statistics," The Wesleyan Methodist, CXIII (January 25, 1956) p. 8.
255y/. Curry Mavis, personol interview with the writer. Conducted at
Asbury Theological Seminary, Wilmore, Kentucky, March 2, 1966.
256|bid.
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Fear of schism. The Wesleyan Methodists feared that uniting with the
Free Methodists on the basis proposed would mean the withdrawal of individuals
and possibly even whole conferences from the Wesleyan Methodist Church,
The threat of losing a portion of the Wesleyan constituency has been o
continuing problem. Related to the problem of authority in the church, it has
naturally also been related to the matter of merger. It involves the question of
annual conference - general church relations, which is as yet unresolved for the
Wesleyons, 257
Those conferences at odds with the general church mode the merger ques
tion on issue in conference-general church relations, thus in turn making the schism
question on Issue in the merger debate.
In the period leading up to the 1955 General Conference, the schism
question became acute. Two or three conferences were particularly opposed to the
merger "and either implicitly or implicitly threatened withdrawal, "^58 p^, Wilber
T, Dayton notes that, as a result of this problem, "there hove been those who have
257George E, Failing, personal interview with the writer, held at Wes
leyan World Headquarters, Morion, Indiana, February 23, 1966, Cf, B. H, Phoup,
Harold K, Sheets, and Virgil A, Mitchell, "Report of the General Superintendents
to the Board of Administration," The Wesleyan Methodist, CXXI (April 15, 1964),
p, 4; Virgil A. Mitchell, "Allegheny Conference Report," The Wesleyan Metho
dist, CXXI (July 15, 1964), p, 13; "Executive Board Hears Reports," The Wesleyan
Methodist, CXXI (September 30, 1964), p, 15; B, H, Phaup, "Allegheny Confer
ence Report," The Wesleyan Methodist, CXXII (August 4, 1965), p. 14,
^^^May'is, loco cit, Wilber T. Dayton mode the some point in an
interview with the wirTterat Asbury Theological Seminary, Wilmore, Kentucky,
March 3, 1966.
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changed their position on merger from favorable to unfavorable to ovoid schism,"259
This threat of schism probably could not hove been altogether avoided in
the merger considerations; this would seem to be indicated by the fact that the
threat continued even after merger negotiations were halted. It is possible it might
hove been q less vexing issue, however, could the episcopacy issue hove been
robbed of some of its force, and hod the Joint Commission continued, in a more
active way, to work toward breaking down the walls of mutual ignorance ot the
local and conference level. However it is possible that efforts to bring greater
cooperation between Free Methodists and Wesleyons in some areas might hove
served only to aggravate conference-church problems.
The most potent immediate factors in the breakdown of negotiations, then,
seem to have been the twin fears of episcopacy and of schism�problems which might
have been prevented from playing such o crucial role.
Underlying Factors
These immediate factors, however, imply some underlying conditions in
volved in the relations between the Free Methodists and the Wesleyan Methodists.
The following, especially, stand out:
Differences in polity. The merger negotiations, as reported earlier, clear
ly reveal that there were several differences in polity between the two churches,
while there were no essential differences in doctrine or practice.
259|bid.
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The extent to which there were differences in polity, as noted, was due
primarily to the reaction against episcopacy in the formation of the Wesleyan Meth
odist Connection, While the Free Methodist Church also reacted against the Meth
odist church in its origin, its reaction ot the point of polity was not nearly os severe
or complete as was true of the Wesleyons, Thus feor of episcopacy or o too-centra
lized form of government has never been widespread among the Free Methodists,
Through the years the Wesleyons moved gradually toward a more centrally
organized denominational polity, � By 1955 there were only o few major points
where the two denominations differed, and these were the points where the negotia
tions tended to focus most attention, general superintendency, control of schools,
conference superintendency, and placement of pastors being most central.
The interesting thing is that by 1955 the Wesleyan Methodists were still
congregational only in o few regards; in others they were actually quite centralized.
The two principal areas where the Wesleyons remained more congregotional�ond
these had become more or less sacred to Wesleyons�were pastoral placement and
the conference-church relationship. As to pastoral placement, the right to moke o
pastoral arrangement remained with the local church. As to the relationship between
the annual conference and the general church, the annual conference remained o
largely autonomous unit. It had final authority over the preachers within its bounds;
the president of the conference presided over oil conference sittings; the denomina
tional representotive who visited the annual conference was primarily on observer and
Supra, pp, 53, 109,
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a reporter to the general church.
But the Wesleyons hod become much more centralized than the Free Meth
odists in other respects. Control of schools is the most obvious example. Also, in
the Wesleyan system elected denominational executives maintained a much tighter
control over the general church machinery than was true in the FM system. Basi
cally the difference between the two systems was this: the Free Methodist polity
gave greater authority to the general church government, particularly the General
Conference and the Board of Administration, over the whole church, including the
annual conferences; yet this was a carefully limited authority and was at all points
representative, with elected executives answerable to general boards over which
they hod little control. In contrast, the Wesleyan Methodist polity gave the gen
eral church government little control over the annual conferences, but such author
ity OS it does have~over schools, publishing, and missions, for example� is more
centralized than in the FM system.
Bishop L, R, Marston, Choirmon of the Free Methodist - Wesleyan Metho
dist Joint Commission, noted this contrast in a letter to the present writer;
As we worked together as a Joint Commission, it was impressed upon
the Free Methodist members thereof that although the Wesleyan Meth
odist Church hod been organized os o congregational body. It hod
developed in Its headquarters level to a stiffer centralization than
obtained in the Free Methodist Church with its moderate episcopacy.
Note, for example, its central control of educational institutions.
At the some time it is true that ot the local level the Wesleyon
Methodist Church had continued at least ^^Ijade of Congregationalismabove that of the Free Methodist Church,
26lMarston, personal letter to the writer, doted March 4, 1966.
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Thus there were differences in polity between the two churches, but these
were not at all drastic. They were on underlying footer in the failure of the ne
gotiations, however, becouse of the way these differences were viewed by the
Wesleyons. And this suggests the second underlying factor.
Differences in denominational self-image. The Free Methodists, while
having o modified episcopal polity, were never onti-congregotionol, simply be
cause polity was never on important issue in the Free Methodist Church. In con
trast, the Wesleyan Methodists viewed their church as in some sense a protest
against episcopacy, and this onti-episcopal attitude continued as a strong force,
seemingly unabated, clear down to the present.
In view of the fact that a certain centralization in polity had gradually
developed within Wesleyan Methodism, o cose could be mode, therefore, that the
Wesleyan denominational self-image in 1955 was not fully realistic. Wesleyons
viewed themselves as non-episcopol and non-centralized, and strongly opposed
merger when it appeared to mean o sacrifice of these values.
The situation in 1955, then,was that there was o considerably greater
cleavage between the Free Methodist and Wesleyon Methodist denominational self-
images at the point of polity than there was actual difference in polity. It was this
which gave the episcopacy issue so much force, and it was this also that in some
measure underlay the problem of possible schism.
Difference in size. In 1955 the total Wesleyan Methodist membership
for the United States and Canada, as reported in The Wesleyan Methodist^ was
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39,855.262 At the same time the Free Methodists hod o corresponding membership
of 56,993�a difference of o little over seventeen thousand. A comparatively
larger foreign missions membership in the Free Methodist Church mode the differ
ence between the two denominations comparatively greater.
It is impossible to know, of course, just how important o factor this was
in 1955. The subject was mentioned in the merger debate, 263 j| ^^^^ basis
on which the Joint Commission decided on o three-two ratio of general superintend
ents and a twenty-four� twenty-one ratio of FM-WM representation on the first
Board of Administration. 264
It con fairly be assumed, in any cose, that to the extent difference in size
was on underlying factor, it was more potent among the Wesleyons, the smaller
group.
Differences in sectness. The differences in polity between the two churches
hod their sectarian significance in that the differences were related to issues in the
origin of the churches. The transitions in polity in the two churches were essentially
movements owoy from the sect-type toward the church-type. This was particularly
true in the Wesleyan Methodist Church, where the reaction in polity hod been
greater.
262"jhg Editor's Annual Report of Statistics," The Wesleyan Methodist,
CXIII (January 25, 1956), p. 8.
263Supra, p. 164.
264proposed Discipline, o�. cit., pp. 26-27.
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It would be difficult to determine definitely which of these two churches
was more sect-type in 1955 because some of the sectarian characteristics of the two
groups were different. The Free Methodists were more sectarian than the Wesleyons
on the issues of instrumental music, certainly, and perhaps in other ways. The Wes
leyons seem to hove fit the sect-type to a slightly greater degree in standards of
conduct, educational policy, and church polity.
It does not appear likely that the two churches were drastically different
in sectness ot this time. Both had become less sectarian and more churchlike, and
in so doing hod lost some of their more esoteric characteristics, which tended to
moke merger more feasible in 1955 than earlier, even though it was not effected.
Sectness, however, is not spread evenly over on entire denomination.
Some local churches tend to be more sectarian than others of the same denomination.
Listen Pope noted that of the Wesleyan Methodist Churches in Gaston County, North
Carolina, in 1938-39, one had moved more rapidly toward the church-type than hod
the others. 265
The significance of this unequal distribution of sect characteristics is that
the distribution does not necessarily correspond in one denomination with the distri
bution in another. Thus the Free Methodist Church in one town may hove testimony
meetings every Sunday evening, while the Wesleyan Methodists in the same town only
hove testimonies during the midweek prayer meeting. Or, in another place, the
265Liston Pope, Millhands and Preochery A Study of Gastonia (New Haven:
Yale Universiiy Press, 1942), p. 127.
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Wesleyons might hove a beautiful new church on Main Street, have a
church bowl
ing league, and cooperate actively with Youth for Christ, while the dingy,
one-
room Free Methodist Church in a poorer section of town denounces the Wesleyans
for their worldliness. These differences, all having sectarian significance, hove
an obvious bearing on merger considerations. In the hypothetical example above,
neither group would hove been enthusiastic about the union of
the two denomina
tions, at least not at the local level.
Over-oil differences in sectness, then, do not qjpeor to hove been drastic,
but both groups still were predominantly sects, and their sect characteristics were
not distributed evenly. This tended to work with other factors against the union of
the two churches.
Summary
The attempt of 1943-55 to unite the Free Methodist
and Wesleyan Metho
dist Churches failed for many reasons, but principally because of two immediate and
four underlying factors. The immediate factors seem to have been (1)
feor of epis
copacy and (2) feor of schism, while the underlying factors
of greatest significance
were probably (1) differences in polity, (2) difference in denominational
self-
image, (3) differences in size, and (4) differences in sectness.
It is assumed that
266ibid., pp. 122-124.
267,n the absence of studies in the relative sectarian nature of l+J^se two
churches, these observations ore, admittedly, hypothet.cal. In Chapter
X possible
further study along this line is suggested.
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there were other factors involved, but that if the factors treated above hod not
operated in the way they did, merger would probably hove been consummated.
X, PROSPECTS
The attempted merger of the Free Methodists and Wesleyan Methodists of
1907-1915 scarcely mode any progress. The 1943-55 attempt mode more progress
but was unsuccessful. What ore the prospects for the future?
The factors operating both for and against merger in the post seem to sug
gest grounds for o guarded optimism about the success of unitive efforts involving
these two churches in the future. While there are no merger negotiations now in
progress, it can be expected that some form of attempt at union will eventually
come. Already, of course, the Notional Holiness Association is working towards a
federation of holiness churches, and both the Free Methodists and Wesleyan Metho
dists ore cooperating in this.
The factors working for merger in the post�doctrinal unanimity and simi
larities in standards of conduct, essential polity, and basic methodology, ore still
operative. But some of the factors working against union hove become less powerful.
Particularly, in polity the Wesleyans hove become much more like the Free Metho
dists, having adopted, in 1959, a constitution and a general superintendency of
three men,268 Further, it may be assumed that movement along the sect-church
268RQy s. Nicholson, "An Evaluation of the Recent General Conference,"
The Wesleyan Methodist, CXVI (July 29, 1959), p. 3.
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continuum continues, bringing the two churches closer together. Sociol and cul
tural factors and the ecumenical impulse, all working toward greater unity, were
269
noted in Chapter II.
There is also the factor of the pending Wesleyan Methodist - Pilgrim
Holiness merger. 270 Should this be consummated, a merger of the united group
with the Free Methodists might be expected. The Pilgrims hove evidenced on open
ness to merger, and the combined group would be larger than the Free Methodist
Church, shifting the significance of the size factor.
In conclusion, it seems likely that the future will see the union of the
Free Methodist Church and the Wesleyan Methodist Church-either a merger of
the
two churches, or their merging into a larger united denomination.
269supra, pp. 51-54, 62-65.
270see Chqjter VI.
CHAPTER V
UNITED MISSIONARY- EVANGELICAL METHODIST NEGOTIATIONS, 1961-1965
More than sixty years separate the origins of the Evangelical Methodist
Church and the United Missionary Church. In this and in several other ways, these
two holiness denominations ore different.
The most obvious similarities ore doctrine and size. Both doctrinally fit
the mold of oM NHA-offilioted denominations; both are of comparable size. The
1966 Yearbook of American Churches gives a total membership (1963) of 8,041 for
the Evangelical Methodists, compared to a total United Missionary membership
(1963) of 11,013. The United Missionary Church hod 215 churches in 1963; the
Evangelical Methodists had 139,'
These two churches hove been conducting merger negotiations since 1961,
However, according to Dr. Ralph A. Vonderwood, EM General Superintendent, the
indications ore that this merger, though officially still pending, will not be consum
mated.
^
Not a great deal of information is available concerning this merger attempt.
This is due primarily to the fact that negotiations hove lasted only four years; the
Fraternal Committee did not undertake to write a full proposed discipline; the denom-
' Benson Y. Landis (ed.). Yearbook of American Churches (New York:
National Council of the Churches of Christ in the U.S.A., 1966), pp. 66, 97.
^Rolph A. Vonderwood, personal letter to the writer, dated March 14,
1966.
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inaHonal organs did not cover the negotiations in great detail; and the negotiations
provoked no debate in the denominational papers.
It is possible, therefore, to do little more than chronicle the actual steps
of the progress of negotiation in this chapter, adding some tentative evaluative
comments. But even this much may be suggestive by way of comparison and con
trast with the other negotiations dealt with more fully in this pqaer.
I. THE OPENING OF NEGOTIATIONS
In 1959, merger negotiations between the United Missionary Church and
the Missionary Church Association were broken off when the United Missionary Gen
eral Conference failed by o narrow margin to approve the union. ^
Following this action, six of the United Missionary district conferences
spontaneously requested the General Board to reopen merger negotiations with the
Missionary Church Association. In response, the General Board in September, 1959,
elected a Fraternal Committee which was instructed to renew contact with the MCA
and to explore the possibility of union with other similar groups.^
The Missionary Church Association, however, hod already begun negotia
tions with the Christian and Missionary Alliance. It therefore requested that further
UMC-MCA talks be postponed until the outcome of these new negotiations was de-
Proceedings of tjie General Conference of the United Missionary Church,
1959, pp. 56-57,
^"Latest Merger Development," Gospel Banner, LXXXV (March 29, 1962),
p, 2.
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termined,5
Interest in possible merger, however, hod been expressed by the Evangeli
cal Methodist Church. The door being closed to further negotiations with the MCA,
talks began formally with the Evangelical Methodists in 1961 after the United Mis
sionary Board instructed the UM Fraternal Committee to begin negotiating with the
Evangelical Methodists. ^
From the beginning of these negotiations, and even before, the United
Missionary Church hod officially gone on record os favoring union with some other
group, or even with several groups. Dr. Kenneth Geiger, General Superintendent
of the United Missionary Church, said in 1960, in his report to the General Board,
I am more convinced than ever that we must find help in coopera
tive effort with other groups of like precious faith. We ore much too
small lo "go it alone" in these times. To this proposition I am dedicated
wi.th all my heart and soul.^
This outspoken pro-merger attitude on the part of the UM General Superin
tendent helps explain the openness of the United Missionary Church to merger gen
erally.
The General Board of the church has officially token action expressing the
same attitude on various occasions. The instructions of the General Board to the
�lbid.; Proceedings of the Nineteenth General Conference, United
Missionary Church, 1962, p. 18.
^Kenneth Geiger, "Report of the General Superintendent," Gospel Banner,
LXXXIII (October 6, 1960), p. 13.
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Fraternal Committee in 1959 were open-ended, encouraging negotiations with any
similar group that might be interested. Similarly in 1961 the General Board, in
addition to authorizing negotiations with the Evangelical Methodists, instructed
Dr, Geiger to
informally contact by January 1, 1962, such denominations and bodies
of like precious faith as would have interest in merger, and upon the
outcome of these contacts invite those interested in a general explora
tory meeting to a conference by February 15, 1962,8
Several groups responded that they would be interested in merger. Having
formally begun negotiations with the Evangelical Methodists, however, the United
Missionary Fraternal Committee did not consider it wise to carry on separate talks
with other groups simultaneously, ^
This openness to negotiation on a brood scale manifested by the United
Missionary Church is in marked contrast to corresponding attitudes among the Evan
gelical Methodists, Young, and self-conscious of its distinctives, 10 the Evangeli
cal Methodists hove more guardedly entered into negotiations. While the Evangeli
cal Methodists have united with other groups in the past, the name and essential
features of the EMC were retained. ' ' The Voice of Evangelical Methodism in re-
8Proceedings, 1962, loc. cit.
^"Latest Merger Developments," loc. cit,
lOSupro, p. 55.
''"Highlights of the Conference," Voice of Evangelical Methodism, X
(August, 1962), p. 4; "Evangel Churches Unite wTth E.M.C.," Voice of Evangeli
cal Methodism, Vlll (June, 1960), p, 1.
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porting the Evangelical Methodist - People's Methodist Church merger in 1962
noted specifically that "the united church is to be called the Evangelical Methodist
Church and is to retain our present Discipline. ... "'^
There appears thus to have been a basic difference in attitude toward merg
er generally between the two groups at the outset of negotiations in 1961.
II. HISTORY OF THE NEGOTIATIONS
An informal meeting of leaders of the Evangelical Methodist Church and
the United Missionary Church took place in Chicago in March, 1961. The United
Missionary General Board officially approved negotiating with the Evangelical
Methodists in September of the same year, and in November Dr. Geiger met with
members of the EM Fraternal Committee.
The UM Fraternal Committee reported the developments noted above to the
United Missionary General Conference of 1962 and recommended that
In view of the interest of our people in merger. .. this General
Conference elect a Fraternal Committee to serve for the General
Conference term and report regularly to the General Board. 14
Such o committee was elected with Dr. Geiger as chairman. The UM
General Board in September of the same year approved "continued exploration with
'
"Highlights of the Conference," loc. cit.
'^"Latest Merger Developments," loc, cit.; Proceedings, 1962, loc. cit,
14"Latest Merger Developments," loc. cit.
'^Ibid.; Proceedings, 1962, o�. cit. , pp. 38-39.
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a view to merger between the Evangel icol Methodist Church and the United Mis
sionary Church,
"'6 It was in 1962 that negotiations between the two churches
began in earnest.
An effort was mode during the negotiations to acquaint the constituency of
the two churches with each other. The first of these endeavors, a tri-district pas
tors' convention of the United Missionary Church, was attended by four ministers
of the Evangelical Methodist Church. Also in September, 1963, the UM Gen
eral Board approved the sending of the Gospel Banner, official UM organ to Evan
gelical Methodist leaders and the holding of joint ministerial conventions in the
fall of 1964.'^
As negotiations continued into 1964, the United Missionary Fraternal Com
mittee formulated o report to the UM district conferences, informing them of the
nature of the Evangelical Methodist Church, Following this, at the annual sessions
of the district conferences in 1964 delegates were polled concerning their attitude
toward possible merger with the Evangelical Methodists. Apparently the Evangelical
Methodists had requested that the name "Methodist" be incorporated into the name
of the merged church, because reactions to the word "Methodist" were included in
the poll.
16"Delegate Manual and Directory, Twentieth General Conference, United
Missionary Church, March 15-21, 1965" (mimeographed), p. 66.
17" Evangelical Methodist Pastors Attend United Missionary Convention,"
Voice of Evangelical Methodism, XI (December, 1963), p, 7,
'^"Delegate Manual," og^, cit,, p. 68,
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The poll produced the following results: (1) On the question of doctrinol
agreement, 366 felt there was general agreement compared to seven who felt there
were basic differences and thirty-seven who were undecided, (2) On the question
of continuing negotiations, 378 favored continuation with seventeen opposed,
(3) On the question of the use of "Methodist" in the new name, 233 were favorable
and 65 unfavorable. In oil cases the majority was well over two-thirds.
The Fraternal Committee hod noted by this time certain differences be
tween the two churches in standards of membership. Specifically, the United Mis
sionary Church prohibited the use of tobacco and membership in lodges on the part
of its members. The Evangelical Methodists had no such restrictions, although their
ministers were instructed "to preach total abstinence from the use of beverage alco
hol, tobacco, and drugs in o winsome manner in view of Christian stewardship of the
human body. " " Apparently the Fraternal Committee tentatively agreed to drop
these prohibitions as conditions of membership in the merged church, and steps were
taken to ascertain whether this would be acceptable fo the UM constituency.
The United Missionary General Board heard the report of the UM Fraternal
Committee at its September 24, 1964, meeting, and voted
...that steps be token to proceed with merger with the Evangelical
Methodist Church and that the General Board ask the General Con-
'9"United Missionary, Evangelical Methodist Ministers Meet," Voice of
Evangelical Methodism, XII (November, 1964), p. 10.
~"
^Opiscipline of the Evangelical Methodist Church, 1958 (n.p., n.n., 1960),
p. 98, Par. 722.
21"Delegate Manual," o�. cit., p. 69,
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ference to approve in principle such a merger and authorize the
calling of a merging conference if the Evangelical Methodist
Church concurs. 22
According to the Gospel Banner, official United Missionary organ, this
action was token on the basis of the results of the poll token earlier of ministerial
and lay delegates to the district conferences which revealed a strong desire for
continued talks with the Evangelical Methodists. 23
Joint Ministerial Convention
In late September and early October, 1964, o Joint ministerial convention
was held ot New Carlisle, Ohio. About two hundred ministers and ministers' wives
from both churches, including about fifth Evangelical Methodists, attended. The
conference considered the work of both denominations in the areas of foreign mis
sions, church extension. Christian education, youth work, and the Sunday school.
At one point during the convention the two groups of ministers met separately, and
the Evangelical Methodist group expressed a desire for more information about the
United Missionary Church to be distributed to the EM constituency. The EM minis
ters felt there was considerable ignorance in the Evangelical Methodist Church of
the United Missionary Church. 24
22|bid.; "General Board to Recommend Merger," Gospel Banner LXXXVII
(Novembers, 1964), p. 12,
23|bid.
24"United Missionary, Evangelical Methodist Ministers Meet," Voice of
Evangelical Methodism, XII (November, 1964), p. 100.
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Fraternal Committee Meeting, December/ 1964
The joint UM-EM Fraternal Committee met at United Missionary Heod-
quarters in Elkhart, Indiono/ on December 10 and 11, 1964, for the purpose of re
solving the differences between the two churches that stood in the way of merger.
This meeting, attended by Dr. Ralph Vonderwood, EMC General Superintendent,
Rev. J. Neol Anderson, and Rev. John Bonks for the Evangelical Methodists and
Dr. Kenneth Geiger, Rev. Quinton J. Everest, and Rev. Word M. Shantz for the
United Missionary Church, reviewed negotiations to that point and come to tenta
tive agreement on the basic issues involved in the merger. These agreements formed
the basis for union presented later to the United Missionary General Conference of
1965 and to the Evangelical Methodist Executive Council and 1965 district and an
nual conferences of the Evangelical Methodist Church.
Agreements reached ot this meeting concerned (1) name, (2) central or
ganization, (3) number and general boundaries of districts, (4) educational philoso
phy/ (5) ministerial orders and pastoral placement, (6) policy concerning church
property, (7) bqjtism and child dedication, (8) tobacco and secret societies,
(9) divorce, and (10) new discipline or constitution, ^6 These will be discussed in
detail in section IV of this chapter, "Basic Features of the Union Proposal, "^^
"Report of Fraternal Committee, United Missionary Church," included in
"Delegate Manual," o�. cit,, pp, 124-125,
26|bid,, pp. 125-128.
27|nfra, pp. 212-217.
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At this meeting the joint Fraternal Committee agreed ifiere were six pri
mary advantages to the merger of these two churches. These were:^^
1. Broader geographic distribution across the nation.
2. Strengthening of weaker areas, particularly along the West Coast.
3. Increased administrative efficiency.
4. A larger, broader general church program.
5. Greater morale in both ministers and laymen.
6. More prudent pastoral placement resulting from o greater number of
churches and ministers�pastoral movement could be based more
on needs and abilities.
This was probably the most significant single meeting of the joint Fraternal
Committee in that it formulated a tentative basis for union which could be further
elaborated into on actual proposed constitution.
Meeting of Evangelical Methodist Executive Council, February, 1965
The report of the joint Fraternal Committee meeting of December, 1964,
including the proposed basis for union, was presented to the Executive Council of
the Evangelical Methodist Church at its meeting February 24, and 25, 1965. The
council approved the continuation of negotiations and voted to supply information
about the United Missionary Church to the EM district conferences which would be
meeting later in 1965.^9
28"Report of Fraternal Committee," op. cit., p. 125.
29"Executive Council," Voice of Evangelical Methodism, XIII (April,
1965), p. 8.
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United Missionary General Conference of 1965
The 1965 triennial General Conference of the United Missionary Church
convened at Elkhart, Indiana, in March, 1965, Consideration was given at this
conference to the question of merger with the Evangelical Methodists.
The UM Fraternal Committee presented its report, including the tentative
basis for union arrived at during the December, 1964, committee meeting. An hour
of debate followed this report, and the report was officially accepted�which did
not^ of course, commit the church to union with the Evangelical Methodists. ^1
Later in this General Conference a straw vote was token on the following
proposition:
Resolved, that steps be token to proceed with merger with the
Evangelical Methodist Church, and that the General Board ask the
General Conference to approve in principle such a merger and authorize
the calling of a merging conference if the Evangelical Methodist Church
concurs. 32
The results of this straw vote were: eighty-three in favor, twenty-two op-
33
posed�a greater than two-thirds majority in favor.
The Gospel Banner reports that this conference
...eventually come to the conclusion that the Evangelical Methodist
Church was "in accord with us doctrinally" and that adjustments
could be made "in areas of minor differences. "34
^Proceedings of the Twentieth General Conference, United Missionary
Church, 1965, pp. 57-63",TT, 73,
31|bid,, pp, 57-63. ^^\h\d,,p. 71. 33,bjd., p. 73,
34"Merger Favored with Evangelical Methodists," Gospel Banner,
LXXXVIII (April 22, 1965), p. 8,
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The most important action taken by this General Conference was the poss-
ing of the following resolution:
WHEREAS there is o strong sentiment in favor of a proposed
merger with the Evangelical Methodist Church,
AND WHEREAS this merger, while greatly advantaging some
important areas of our church, would, nevertheless leave other major
areas without the benefit we desire,
AND WHEREAS there ore significant developments taking place
in some of our sister denominations that could very well lead to what
might be o desirable merger, therefore,
BE IT RESOLVED:
1, That we continue negotiations with the Evangelical Metho
dist Church if and when they hove token a comparable favorable
action in their denomination.
2. That we convey to the Evangelical Methodist Church our
interest in o larger union of fellowship, and advise them of our desire
to explore other possibilities of establishing fraternal relations as
opportunities may present themselves.
3. That we elect o fraternal committee which shall be authorized
to continue fraternal relations with the Evangelical Methodist Church,
or establish other fraternal relations, with approval of the General Board;
and if a favorable expression is received from the Evangelical Methodist
Church, to develop a constitution as o basis of merger and recommend
to the General Board the colling of o special General Conference for
the purpose of considering the consummation of such a merger, which
conference shall hove the final authority to consummate the merger or
discontinue negotiations.
In adopting this resolution the General Conference, then, (1) authorized continued
negotiation with the Evangelical Methodists, (2) expressed a desire to consider
merger with other groups and authorized such other negotiations, (3) directed the
Fraternal Committee to draw up a proposed constitution as o basis for union with the
Evangelical Methodists, and (4) authorized the colling of o special session of the
35|bid. , pp, 8-9; Proceedings, 1965, loc, cit.; "Memorial Opposes
Union," Voice of Evangel icoT Methodism, XIII (>V�gust, 1965), p. 2.
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General Conference which would have final outhorify to consummate the merger of
the Evangelical Methodists and itie United Missionary Church. It did not, however,
give final approval to merger.
It is obvious from the wording of this resolution that the United Missionary
Church was looking beyond the pending merger to possible later mergers of the
united church. While favoring merger with the Evangelical Methodists, the UMC
felt the united church would still be too weak in some areas to render an effective
ministry unless there could be further unions.
Evangelical Methodist Annual Conferences of 1965.
In June and July, 1965, the two annual conferences of the Evangelical
Methodist Church held their sessions. The Western Annual Conference met at Azuso
Pacific College, Azusa, California, June 16 through 21 and the Eastern Annual
Conference met June 29 through July 4 at Wilmore, Kentucky.
Both these conferences had received the report of the joint Fraternal Com
mittee and both spent considerable time discussing the question of merger with the
UMC. According to the Voice of Evangelical Methodism a majority of the delegates
at the Western Conference favored continued study on the merger; in any cose this
conference officially expressed itself against the merger by adopting the following
resolution
36 Ibid.
37|bid.
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Whereas the General Conference of 1962 voted to continue Fra
ternal Relations with the United Missionary Church with a view to
possible merger, and in view of the fact that a report of the Fraternal
Committee with possible recommendations will be mode to our General
Conference of 1966,
Be it resolved:
1, That in view of the much broader amalgamation envisioned in
the recent Notional Holiness Association recommendation, ^8
2. And in view of the resolution passed at the recent General
Conference of the United Missionary Church, which seems to favor
participation in o broader union, than anything thus for contemplated
by the Evangelical Methodist Church,
3o And especially in view of the fact that the Evangelical Metho
dist Church is not prepared to lose its identity in such o multiple organi
zation, therefore.
This Annual Conference goes on record that we memorialize the
General Conference of the Evangelical Methodist Church as follows:
That while reaffirming our love and esteem for our brethren in the
United Missionary Church, nevertheless in view of these more recent
developments it does not seem to us that it is God's will to prolong our
negotiations, and that it would be in the best interest of both denomina
tions to terminate these negotiations.
The eastern annual conference, meeting shortly afterwards, passed on iden
tical resolution. 39
By this resolution the Evangelical Methodists said, in effect, that they
feared a merger of the Evangelical Methodists and the United Missionary Church
might lead to another merger or mergers in which the identity of the Evangelical
Methodist Church might be lost. They were willing, presumably, to unite with the
UMC provided the name "Evangelical Methodist" and the essential features of the
^^Apparently referring to the resolution passed at the spring, 1965, NHA
convention calling for a federation of holiness churches. (See supra, p. 81,
where this resolution is reproduced in port.)
39"Memorial Opposes Union," loc. cit.
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EMC were retained, but they were not willing to commit themselves further than
they could see. The United Missionary Church was somewhat larger; presumably
its views on union, therefore, would prevail. This was a risk the Evangelical Meth
odists were not prepared to take.
There seems also to have been the feor, in addition to the fear of losing
identity, that further mergers envisioned by the United Missionary Church might
lead to compromising the strictly Wesleyan doctrinal position of the Evangelical
Methodists. Dr. Ralph Vonderwood, General Superintendent of the Evangelical
Methodist Church, suggests this in the following commentary on the action of the
1965 EMC annual conferences:
The United Missionary Church ot its General Conference lost spring
voted favorably for merger with the Evangelical Methodist Church,
However, in passing the resolution which dealt with the merger, the
UMC expressed o desire for other mergers. Following the UMC Gen
eral Conference, the Canadian arm of the UMC pressed strongly for
merger with the Christian and Missionary Alliance, Also Dr. Kenneth
Geiger expressed a desire for the re-opening of negotiations with the
Missionary Church Association, Most likely, problems existing within
the EMC and the UMC in regard to the merger of these two denomina
tions could hove been solved. However, the broadening of the base of
merger negotiations with the UMC at its lost General Conference was
the major reason for negative feelings on the part of many of our Annual
Conference delegates concerning the UMC and EMC merger. It is the
conviction of most of our EMC folk that the Christian and Missionary
Alliance does not preach o clear doctrinal position. 40
Thus Evangelical Methodist - United Missionary merger negotiations were
given a setback by the action of the EM annual conferences. Merger negotiations
are not officially closed, however, as of this writing. But "Dr. Vonderwood has in-
40Vanderwood, loc. cit.
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dicated...that it is quite certain their General Conference will accept these rec
ommendations and vote to officially tenninate negotiations. .. . "^l No further
Fraternal Committee negotiations have been held since the action of the EMC annual
conferences. 42
Recent Developments
Despite the action of the 1965 annual conferences of the Evangelical Meth
odist Church, considerable interest in merger persists among both denominations in
the state of Washington. There both churches are numerically weak, each having
only about a dozen churches, and Washington leaders in both groups feel union is a
virtual necessity for on effective ministry in the state. 43
An EMC and a UMC church near Seattle, Washington, have independently
taken steps toward union at the local level. The United Missionary Church hod no
pastor and no building. While the Evangelical Methodist Church hod both pastor and
building but a small congregation. The two churches hove decided to hold joint
services under the EM pastor. Separate church rolls and budgets ore being main
tained, but the church board is jointly composed. 44
It is not known what, if any, influence this and possibly other similar oc-
41 Kenneth Geiger, "Report on Proposed Merger," Gospel Banner, LXXXVIII
(August 26, 1965), p. 15.
42Vanderwood, loc. cit.
43"Merger in Washington" Gospel Banner, LXXXVIII (September, 9, 1965),
p. 16.
44|bid.
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tions will hove on the final disposition of the merger question. Although the pros
pects do not presently seem optimistic for merger, a final decision on the matter
awaits the 1966 General Conference of the Evangelical Methodist Church. If the
merger should receive favorable action, presumably the preparation of a proposed
constitution and plans for the calling of a special United Missionary General Con
ference would follow.
III. MAJOR OBSTACLES TO MERGER
Serious obstacles to merger were notably absent from the Evangelical
Methodist - United Missionary merger negotiations. While there were points of
difference which could have constituted obstacles, there seems to have been a will
ingness to make sufficient concessions to implement union.
There were obstacles to merger, however, os indicated by the 1965 action
of the EM annual conferences. But these did not figure in the actual negotiations;
rather they became obstacles primarily ot the annual conference level. These were
associated chiefly with the general attitude of the two denominations on the question
of possible future mergers beyond the one under consideration.
For the soke of a more complete understanding of this merger attempt and
the churches involved in it, the more significant differences between the two church
es, which might hove been expected to be major obstacles to union, are noted below.
Following this the matter of differing views toward possible further mergers is noted
briefly.
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Differences in Doclrine, Standards, and Polity
A review of the Discipline of the Evangelical Methodist Church and of
the Constitution and Manual of the United Missionary Church45 suggests that in
doctrine and standards of membership these two churches ore more different than
were the Free Methodist and Wesleyan Methodist churches at the time of their ne
gotiations, 1943-55. On the other hand, there seems to be considerable similarity
in polity.
Doctrine. Agreement is general here and differences ore minor; yet the
differences are significant. Generally the Evangelical Methodist Articles of Reli
gion follow rather closely, both in content and form, the traditional Methodist
statement, in contrast to the United Missionary Articles of Faith and Practice which,
however, are essentially strongly Wesleyon, These differences may be noted:
1, The EMC has a slightly more conservative statement regarding inspira
tion of the Scriptures ("plenary, unique inspiration"), although both recognize
the inspiration of the Scriptures, 47 Probably, in practice, there is little difference
in views on inspiration, and there is no indication this matter figured prominently in
the negotiations.
Constitution and Manual of the United Missionary Church (Elkhart,
Indiana: Bethel Publishing Company, 1962).
46Discipl ine, op. cit,. Par. 72, p. 22. This statement, however is found
in the EM "Basic DenomTnotTonol Principles," not in the Articles of Religion.
47Constitution and Manual, o�. cit. , p. 12.
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2, The greatest differences concern baptism. The EMC retains the some
what self-contradictory traditional Methodist statement that baptism is "o sign of
profession" of faith and "a sign of regeneration," but that infants ore to be bap
tized. No mode of baptism is prescribed. 48 By contrast the UMC forbids infant
baptism and specifically requires bqatism by immersion. 49
But these differences apparently constituted no serious obstacles to merger.
It is noted that both churches are specifically committed to a pre-millen-
nial view, the United Missionary position being somewhat more explicit. 50
Standards of Membership. The United Missionary Church forbids its mem
bers to use tobacco or hold membership in secret societies. 5' The EMC has no such
prohibitions, although it is outspoken against the use of tobacco in on admonitory
52
sense.
Polity. There is very little difference here, the Evangelical Methodist
Church being perhaps slightly more congregational. Main differences concern the
holding of church property, ministerial orders, and pastoral placement. In regards
to the lost item, both churches employ the coll system, the UMC procedure being
48Discipline, og. cit,. Par. 37, pp. 13-14.
49Consti tution and Manual, op, cit. , p, 19.
^Q|bid., pp. 17-18; Discipline, o�. cit,. Par. 71, p. 22.
5 ^Consti tution and Manual, op. cit. , pp. 22-23.
^^Discipline, op. cit.. Par. 516, p, 72,
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somewhat more regulated and controlled by the district conference.
There ore, then, differences between the two churches�principally re
garding baptism and standards for membership�which could hove been obstacles to
merger. But the joint Fraternal Committee resolved these with seemingly little
difficulty.
Differing Views Toward Merger Generally
The most obvious apparent obstacle to the merger of the Evangelical Meth
odist Church and the United Missionary Church, which come to the surface ot the
1965 EMC annual conferences, was that these two churches differ in their degree of
openness on the subject of merger generally. This is seen perhaps most sharply by
comparing a statement by General Superintendent Geiger of the UMC, noted earlier,
with point three of the 1965 EMC annual conference resolution.
Dr. Geiger (1960): "I am more convinced than ever that we must find help
in cooperative effort with other groups of like precious faith. "54
EMC Resolution (1965): "...the Evangelical Methodist Church is not pre
pared to lose its identify in .,,a multiple organization..,,"^^
^^Proceedings, 1965, o�^, cit,, pp, 60-61.
54Geiger, "Report of the General Superintendent," loc. cij. That Geiger
meant specifically that the UMC should seek mergers�or at least, that his opinion
was that there should be mergers, whether or not he was specifically thinking of
mergers in this instance� is mode abundantly clear by later statements mode by him
and later actions taken by the General Board, as noted earlier in this chapter.
55"Memorial Opposes Union," loc. c[t.
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Specifically/ the obstacle to this merger, as noted in the EM resolution,
was the resolution of the UMC expressing interest in other mergers beyond that con
templated with the Evangelical Methodists; the NHA resolution calling for a fed
eration of holiness churches was also noted. More basically, however, the resolu
tions passed by both churches reveal a difference in attitude on the part of each
denomination toward itself. There exists, in other words, differing degrees of what
might be termed "ecclesiocentrism,"^^ or denominational self-consciousness and
self-centeredness. This is not to soy that either church is ecclesiocentric in any
extreme sense; it is to soy, however, that the Evangelical Methodists seem to be
characterized by o greater degree of ecclesiocentrism than does the United Mission
ary Church. The Evangelical Methodists, as they admitted with remarkable candor,
are unwilling to give up their identity as o denomination; actions of the United
Missionary Church suggest the UMC would be willing to give up its ideritity for the
soke of the consummation of merger.
It seems apparent, then, that the different attitudes of these two churches
^^This term is suggested by the sociological term "ethnocentrism,
" de
fined by Broom and Selznick as "The intense identification with the familiar and
the devaluation of the foreign. ... It is the feeling that one's own culture is the
best and that others ore in varying degrees inferior. . . . Ethnocentrism often leads
to 0 needless rejection of the richness and knowledge of other cultures. It impedes
the sharing of ideas and skills which might bring o society closer to its own goals."
(Leonard Broom and Philip Selznick, Sociology DEvanston, Illinois: Row Peterson
and Company, 1955], pp. 61, 63). Thus "ecclesiocentrism" is "an intense identi
fication with one's own church and the devaluation of other churches; the feeling
that one's own church is the best and that oil others ore in varying degrees inferior."
^^Indications of such an attitude on the part of the UMC are its general
openness to merger and its willingness to accept the name "Methodist."
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toward possible mergers beyond the one pending ore expressions of differing degrees
of ecclesiocentrism. The question remains to what extent this factor is related to
degrees of sectness.
While this is a question deserving of separate detailed study,^8 tenta
tive conclusion may be advanced that high ecclesiocentrism is on expression of
sectness. The more fully a denomination is a sect, the more ecclesiocentric one
would expect it to be. This is to be inferred from the tendency of the sect to set
itself in opposition to the world, to develop a high degree of group cohesiveness,
and to view itself (sometimes rightly, sometimes wrongly) as a purification of, and
thus spiritually superior to, the mother church. ^9 Also, Pope notes that "suspicion
of rival sects" is an indication of the sect-type church. 60
Inasmuch as the Evangelical Methodist Church is relatively young, com
pared to the United Missionary Church, and has not had much time to move owoy
from the sect-type towards the church-lype,^' it seems likely that the Evangelical
Methodist Church is more fully sect-type Hi an is the United Missionary Church, and
that the greater degree of ecclesiocentrism in the Evangelical Methodist Church is
on expression of the church's greater sectness. If this is o correct evaluation, then
58See Chapter X, pp. 371-372.
the comments of Ernst Troeltsch, The Social Teaching of the
Christian Churches, trans. Olive Wyon (New York: The Mocmillon Company, 1949),
I, 332-3341
^Otiston Pope, Millhands and Preachers, a Study of Gastonia (New Haven:
Yale University Press, 1942), p. 122. Pope suggests, however, that churches (as
opposed to sects) tend to look down on or pity all sects.
61 Supra, p. 56.
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difference in degree of sectness was a major obstacle to merger in EMC-UMC ne
gotiations.
IV. BASIC FEATURES OF THE UNION PROPOSAL
Should the 1966 General Conference of the Evangelical Methodist Church
approve continued negotiations with the United Missionary Church, which, as has
been noted, seems unlikely, then the two churches would probably proceed to pre
pare a tentative constitution which would be the basis for union. In the present
absence of such o constitution, the agreements reached by the joint Fraternal Com
mittee Meeting of December, 1964, constitute os comprehensive a basis for union
OS is available. The following pages outline the basic features of this statement of
basic agreements.
Nome
Discussion of a possible name for the united church produced a tentative
preference for "Evangelical Methodist Church." Other suggestions were "The Evan
gelical Missionary Methodist Church" and "The Evangelical Church." No one name
was endorsed, ^2
Central Organization
Presumably the two existing structures, with general conferences and ad
ministrative boards, would be continued on a merged basis. Neither church, however.
Proceedings, 1965, 0�. cit. , p. 60.
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feels it has an adequate number of department heods. It was felt that the united
church could odd new departments, giving the church a broader program.
Indianapolis, Cincinnati, and St. Louis were suggested as possible head
quarters sites�or some other city in the general area of Indiana.
Districts
The eleven proposed districts of tiie merged church would be: South East-
em, Southern, Nebraska, Indiana, Texas, California, North West, Mighicon,
Ohio, Ontario, and Canadian North West.^^
Educational Philosophy
"It was concluded that our educational philosophy in Hie two denominations
is identical and that our viewpoint as to standards of preparation for the ministry are
in harmony. "^
Ministerial Orders
Although the EMC has two orders of ordained ministers, in contrast to the
UMC, the committee felt one of these orders could be abandoned if the term "elder"
were retained for ordained ministers.
63 Ibid. 64,bid.
65|bid,, pp. 60-61.
66|bid., p. 61.
67|bid.
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Pastoral Placement
The ioint Fraternal Committee noted that "the E.M.C. now has a purely
congregational method of pastoral placement. The U.M.C. plan...was favored
and the E.M.C. delegation felt that this plan should be studied by their church."^^
Church Property
The compromise here simply involved recognizing four possible ways of
holding property in the united church, ranging from local ownership to general
church ownership. It was agreed "that there be no attempt to disturb the manner
in which the title of existing property at the time of merger is held. "^^
Baptism and Child Dedication
The solution to differences here was generally for each church to remove
statements objectionable to the other. Specifically, the following proposed articles
on baptism and infant dedication were suggested:
We believe that baptism by water is the symbol of one's union with
Christ and constitutes the public confession to the world of his new
life in Christ Jesus, and is the answer of a good conscience toward
God. Bqjtism is therefore to be administered to those who have been
saved by faith in the Lord Jesus Christ and give evidence of the
genuineness of their salvation. 70
Believing that the scriptures do teach concern for the well-being of
little children and their commitment to God, and recognizing in the
scriptures a number of such instances, we heartily encourage the
��lbid. This may indicate a conscious or unconscious desire of the EMC
leadership to move somewhat in the direction of a more centralized, more tradition
ally Methodistic polity.
69|bid. 70|bid.
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formal and public dedication of little children in a public service
of the church. Parents may request the dedication of their children
and proper certificates shall be furnished them. 71
The Fraternal Committee noted that the new constitution "would moke no reference
to child baptism, or the use of water in connection with dedication, nor the modes
of baptism, this being left optional to the candidate. "^^ |n other words, the EMC
agreed to drop the statement endorsing infant baptism and the UMC agreed to drop
its prohibition of infant baptism and the restriction requiring baptism by immersion.
Standards of Membership
The following agreements were reached:
Tobacco. Although the specific prohibition of the use of tobacco as a con
dition of membership contained in the UMC Constitution and Manual was to be
dropped, this strong statement was recommended:
Realizing the injurious effects physically, morally, and spiritually
of the use of tobacco, intoxicating beverages, norcotrcs, and other
kindred indulgences which are for the gratification of depraved
appetites, and recognizing that such practice[s] ore unbecoming
and inconsistent with our Christian profession, we look with disfavour
upon the use of any of them and encourage our churches to exert
their infuence [sic] against these evils. 73
Secret Societies. A similar solution was found regarding the UM restriction
against membership in fraternal orders. An article discouraging (but not actually for
bidding) "associations and fraternal relationships that dishonor Christ, bring reproach
upon the church, and exhert [sic] a homiful influence upon others" was suggested.
74
71 Ibid., p. 62. 72|bid.
73|bid. 74|bid.
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Divorce. The only significant difference at this point was that EMC min
isters were allowed to perform the marriage of a divorced person if it was clearly
established that person was the innocent party in a divorce involving adultery,
while UMC ministers were forbidden to marry divorcees under any conditions. The
United Missionary delegates favored adopting the Evangelical Methodist position.^^
New Discipline
An interesting agreement reached by the committee was that regarding o
new discipline or manual for the united church,
...it would be necessary and desirable to re-write the whole in mean
ingful language for our day rather than to endeavor to amend either of
the present statements by revisions, deletions, or additions. Such a
re-writing. . .would give to the whole o continuity of style and form.76
This willingness to tamper with existing wording is more understandable when one
remembers that the official manuals of both churches ore less than twenty years old.
The above statement implies, however, that the historic Articles of Religion of Meth
odism included in the EMC Discipline might be completely rewritten, ^7
Summary
This tentative basis for the union of the United Missionary and Evangelical
75|bid., p. 63. 76,bid.
77The present writer would consider a decision to re-write the Articles
commendable in the light of the attempted revision of the Articles of Religion
(essentially the some articles as those presently in the EMC Discipline) during the
Free Methodist - Wesleyan Methodist merger talks. In this instance the result was
a patchwork of eighteenth, nineteenth, and twentieth century English which, jin the
opinion of this writer, needed to be rewritten for the soke of clarity and consistency
of style.
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Methodist churches shows o willingness to moke reasonable compromises on the port
of both churches. Since this is not a fully elaborated basis for union, however, it
is impossible to determine definitely which church mode, or would have mode, the
greater concessions. It is noted though that the name "Evangelical Methodist"
probably would hove been retained. Thus the Evangelical Methodist Church proba
bly would not hove lost its identity by this merger.
V, WHY THE ATTEMPT FAILED
Considering the general paucity of material on this merger attempt, and
particularly the absence of a published debate on the subject, it would be unwar
ranted to attempt as full an analysis of the reasons for the failure of this merger
attempt as was undertaken in the preceding chapter. Some suggestive comments
OS to possible factors may be set forth, however.
It is recognized that more factors were probably ot work in this situation
than hove come to the surface. These it would be impossible to evaluate or even
positively identify without further detailed study beyond the scope of this paper.
By way of contrast with the Free Methodist - Wesleyan Methodist merger
attempt, the immediate factors of fear of episcopacy and feor of schism seem to hove
been absent from EMC-UMC negotiations. Of the underlying factors of differences
in polity, differences in self-image, difference in size, and differences in sectness,
only the lost of these can be seen definitely to have been o factor in the EMC-UMC
negotiations. It seems safe to say that polity played no significant role, considering
the ease with which matters of polity were handled by the Fraternal Committee. It is
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possible that differences in self-image may have been o factor, and it is likely the
difference in size was a factor lying back of the feor of loss of identity, as noted
earlier. 78
Differences in Sectness
A possible difference in the degree to which these two denominations fit
the sect-type, os opposed to the church-type, was noted in on earlier section of this
paper.
79 |t y/os noted that this alleged difference was implied by official statements
indicating differing degrees of ecclesiocentrism in the two groups. While holding
that other factors, some perhaps equally important as this one, may hove worked for
the defeat of this merger, the present writer concludes that differences in the sect-
typeness of the two denominations, resulting in differing degress of openness toward
merger generally, constituted one of the major reasons this merger attempt foiled to
receive favorable action by the EM annual conferences in 1965,
VI, PROSPECTS
Given the difference in ecclesiocentrism between the Evangelical Metho
dists and the United Missionary Church, it seems highly likely that the pending merg
er between these two churches will not be consummated, but that the United Mis
sionary Church eventually will either unite with some other group, such as the Mis
sionary Church Association, or be drown into a multi-denominational merger as the
78Supra, p. 203 79Supra, p. 211.
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result of the influence of the Notional Holiness Association, Prospects for the im
mediate union of the Evangelical Methodists appear dim, but if it is true that the
Evangelical Methodists ore at present more sect-type than is the United Missionary
Church, it may be hypothesized that time will bring a movement owoy from the
sect-type which will facilitate eventual merger. This process may be hastened if
the NHA-proposed federation becomes o reality and if the EMC sees fit to cooperate
in it.
In short, the merger of the United Missionary Church with another church
or churches in the not distant future seems virtually certain. No merger involving
the Evangelical Methodist Church appears likely, however, until there has been a
greater sect-to-church movement similar to that which has occurred in all the holi
ness churches.
CHAPTER VI
WESLEYAN METHODIST - PILGRIM HOLINESS NEGOTIATIONS, 1955-1966
The Pilgrim Holiness Church is fully the child of the holiness revivols and
holiness associations of the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. In Chap
ter II it was noted that this church grew out of an amalgamation of several small
regional holiness denominations which in turn hod come into existence through the
associotion-to-church metamorphosis, '
The Pilgrim Holiness Church thus presents a considerable contrast to the
Wesleyan Methodist Church so for os origin is concerned. Other differences os well
as 0 number of similarities of these two holiness groups, and their relevance to merg
er considerations, ore noted in this chapter on Wesleyan Methodist - Pilgrim Holiness
negotiations which hove been in progress since 1955,
As with the Free Methodist - Wesleyan Methodist negotiations, however,
there is in this case o brief earlier history which should be noted,
I, EARLIER HISTORY
At the 1923 General Conference of the Wesleyan Methodist Church frater
nal delegates were present from the Nozorene, Free Methodist, Pilgrim Holiness,
and Mennonite Brethren in Christ churches. The Rev, L. H, Coote of the Pilgrims
and the Rev, J, A, Huffman of the Mennonite Brethren in Christ each proposed in
' Supra, pp, 47-50,
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their fraternal addresses the possible union of their churches with the Wesleyan
Methodists. 2
As a result of these suggestions the Wesleyans elected a committee which
consulted with Coate and Huffman, reporting back that no insurmountable barriers
to a three-way merger were found and proposing a joint meeting with committees
from the Pilgrim Holiness Church and the Mennonite Brethren in Christ (now the
United Missionary Church). Apparently no such joint meeting ever occurred, how-
ever.
^
More promising developments took place in 1943. That year the Wesleyan
Methodist General Conference, in addition to authorizing negotiations with the
Free Methodists, instructed its union committee to approach the Pilgrim Holiness
Church on the subject of merger. Carrying out this instruction, the Wesleyan com
mittee contacted Rev. W. L. Surbrook, General Superintendent of the Pilgrim Holi
ness Church, in the spring of 1944. This led to a visit by the choinnon of the Wes
leyan committee. Dr. F, R. Eddy, to the Pilgrim Holiness Board in May, 1944, at
which time the possibility of merger, and merger negotiations, was freely discussed.
Later the PH board elected a committee of five to confer with the Wesleyan commit
tee. 4
2|ra Ford McLeister and Roy S. Nicholson, History of the Wesleyan Metho
dist Church of America (revised edition; Syracuse, New York: The Wesley Press,
1951), p. 184.
3|bid.
4f. R. Eddy, "The Agent's Letter," The Wesleyan Methodist, Cll (October
18, 1944), p. 8; "Pilgrim Holiness Church Sefe^s a Committee on Church Union,
The Wesleyan Methodist, Cll (August 2, 1944), p. 2.
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These two committees held their first joint meeting in Indionopolis, In
diana, on October 11, 1944, adopting the title of "Joint Commission on Church
Union" of the two churches. ^
The Joint Commission ot this meeting mode a survey of similarities and
differences of the two churches. This survey produced the following conclusions:
1. There seems to be no appreciable difference in doctrinal
position except in the phraseology of statement or emphasis.
2. There is o marked similarity in church organization, but
there ore certain areas in which differences in constitutional low
and church polity will require further study.
3, There seems to be no competitive or overlapping endeavors
in either the Foreign Missionary or Educational activities of the two
groups.
4. ...so far as we hove been able to analyze the problem, we
hove discovered no problems for which a solution cannot be found if
God in His wisdom definitely leads both Church groups in tfie direction
of organic union. ^
This rather optimistic report seemed to imply the undertaking of full-scale
negotiations leading to a possible merger. But such was not to be the case.
In early 1945, the Pilgrim Holiness Executive Council passed the following
action which was subsequently reported to the Wesleyan Methodists:
It was moved and seconded the Executive Council request the General
Secretary to communicate with Dr. F. R. Eddy of the Wesleyan Meth
odist Church and to express our appreciation for the courtesy and interest
shown in the matter of the proposed church merger, and also infonn Dr.
5f. R. Eddy and Harold D. Dieter, "The First Meeting Between the
Wesleyans and the Pilgrims," The Wesleyan Methodist, Cll (November 1, 1944)
p. 2.
6|bid.
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Eddy that the General Board of the Pilgrim Holiness Church does not
favor any further steps in this matter of ifie Church merger ot the
present time. Carried. 7
In reporting this action to Dr. Eddy the Pilgrim Holiness General Secre
tary noted, "It may be at a later dote such action may be favored when all con
cerned hove more time to consider the matter thoroughly from every angle. "^
The matter was considered formally closed from this point on and no at
tempt was mode to re-open negotiations until ten years later, after the breakdown
of Free Methodist - Wesleyan Methodist negotiations. ^
The present writer has mode no attempt to investigate this earlier attempt
further to ascertain what led to this rather abrupt action by the Pilgrims. It may be
relevant to observe, however, that the Wesleyans were ot this some time negotiat
ing with the Free Methodists, ond the union of the Pilgrims with the Holiness Church
(1946) may hove been under consideration at this time.
II. BEGINNINGS OF THE 1955-66 ATTEMPT
The current negotiations between the Wesleyan Methodists and the Pilgrim
Holiness Church were begun as a result of action by the 1954 General Conference of
the Pilgrim Holiness Church and the 1955 General Conference of the Wesleyan Meth
odist Church.
7f. R. Eddy, "A Report of the Committee on Church Union," The Wesleyan
Methodist, Cll (March 14, 1945), p. 2.
8|bid.' 9|bid.
'^Manual of the Pilgrim Holiness Church (Indianapolis: The Pilgrim Publish-
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The Pilgrims in their General Conference of 1954 authorized the opening
of negotiations with the Wesleyan Methodists. As a result of this action a commit
tee on merger was later elected. ' '
The octions token by the 1955 Wesleyan Methodist General Conference
relative to union ore noted in Chapter IV. This conference empowered the Board
of Administration to open negotiations with the Pilgrim Holiness Church and to con
tinue negotiations with the Free Methodists. This action come on the heels of the
rejection of further negotiations with the Free Methodists earlier in the conference
and was the result of the possing of an amended motion which hod originally not
mentioned the Free Methodists. The motion as amended carried by the not over
whelming majority of seventy-nine to fifty-eight. Apparently the immediate im
pulse for this action come, ot least in port, from the fraternal address of the Rev
erend R, A. Beltz, General Secretory-Treasurer of the Pilgrim Holiness Church, in
which Beltz expressed the interest of the Pilgrims in merger as indicated by their
ing Company, 1962), Sec. 2., Par. 29.
' 'Paul W. Thomas, "The 23rd General Conference of the Pilgrim Holiness
Church," Pilgrim Holiness Advocate, XXXVIII (July 12, 1958), p. 2; Chester Wilk
ins, "A Review of the Recently Proposed Union of the Wesleyan Methodist Church
and the Pilgrim Holiness Church" (unpublished Master's thesis, Butler University,
Indianapolis, Indiana, 1960), p. 1. Wilkins cites the minutes of the 1954 Pilgrim
Hoi iness General Conference.
'^Supra, pp. 131-133.
'^Minutes of the Twenty-ninth Quadrennial Session of the General Con
ference of the Wesleyan Methodist Church, 1955 (Syracuse, New York; The Wesley
Press, 1955), pp. 35, 37-38. Cf. O. G. Wilson, "Looking Back to General Con
ference/'' TJieWeslej^A^^ CXIII (July 20, 1955), p. 2.
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1954 General Conference action. ^4
The Wesleyan Methodist Board of Administration subsequently elected o
committee on union composed of Roy S. Nicholson, Oliver G, Wilson, David A.
Rees, Stephen W. Peine, and Mollis C. Stevenson. On May 10, 1956, the Gen
eral Board of the Pilgrim Holiness Church named o committee on union consisting of
William H, Neff, Melvin H. Snyder, Russell D. Gunsolus, Paul F. Elliott, and
Roy A. Beltz. '6
The two denominational committees on union did not meet together until
September 4 and 5, 1957, at which time they organized themselves os a Joint Com
mission, designating Dr. William H. Neff as chairman and Dr. Oliver G. Wilson
as Secretary, '7 Previous to this meeting, however. Dr. Nicholson, President of
the Wesleyon Methodist Church,and Dr. Neff, General Superintendent of the Pil
grim Holiness Church, met together to review the task ahead. An agendo was set
up and study assignments were given to the various committee members.
'^Wilkins, 0�. cit,, pp, 1-2, citing Roy S. Nicholson, _etai, , Uniting
for World Evangelism, A Report Prepared by the Wesleyan Methodist Committee on
Union (1959), p. 3; Minutes of the Thirtieth General Conference of the Wesleyan
Methodist Church of America, 1959 (Marion, Indiana: The Wesley Press, 1959), p. 63,
'^Minutes, 1959, loc. cit.
'^"Minutes of the Twenty-third General Conference of the Pilgrim Holiness
Church, June 10-16, 1958," p. 13. Cited by Wilkins, loc. cit.
l^William H, Neff and Roy S. Nicholson, "The Pilgrims and the Wesleyans
Meet," Pilgrim Holiness Advocate, XXXVII (October 12, 1957), p. 7; Roy S.
Nicholson, et. ol., "Report of the Committee on Merger to the Board of Administra
tion 1958,"The"Wesleyan Methodist, CXVI (July 23, 1958), p. 13.
18"Minutes of the Twenty-third General Conference of the Pilgrim Holiness
Church, June 10-16, 1958," p, 13, Cited by Wilkins, loc, cit.
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III. DEVELOPMENTS, 1955-59
The Joint Commission found it necessary to meet only twice during the
quadrennium. The principal actions token at these two meetings and the subsequent
considerations of the general conferences of 1958 and 1959 ore noted below.
First Joint Commission Meeting
The first meeting of the Joint Commission of the Wesleyan Methodist and
Pilgrim Holiness churches occurred in Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania, in early September,
1957. Previously assigned reports were presented which focused on the similarities
and differences of the two denominations in six areas: (1) origins, (2) doctrine,
(3) polity, (4) educational interests, (5) missionary interests, and (6) economic
20
interests.
The Committee sought to discover in this survey the points in which
they were alike and the points in which they differ. Prayerful con
sideration was given to such questions as: "Are we serious about
Union?", "Is Union right?", "Will it implement more effectively
our desire of evangelism?", "Would there be on economic advan
tage?", and foremost in our thoughts was, "Would it be God's
Will?"2l
The most important consideration of the Joint Commission at this meeting
l^The major portion of Wilkins' thesis is on analysis of the work performed
and the agreements reached by the Joint Commission ot these two meetings. (Cf.
Wilkins, op. cit., pp. 7-42). Rather than duplicating Wilkins' analysis, the present
study gives o less detailed analysis, drawing somewhat on the conclusions and ob
servations set forth by Wilkins.
� Nicholson, et ol. , "Report of the Committee on Merger. .. ," loc. cit.
21 "Minutes of the Twenty-third General Conference of the Pilgrim Holiness
Church, June 10-16, 1958," pp. 13-14. Cited by Wilkins, o�. cit., p. 7.
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was the identification of differences and problem areas and the assignment of these
to jointly-composed subcommittees.
Major Differences. The Joint Commission's survey of the similarities and
differences of the two denominations revealed the greatest differences were to be
22
found in polity. These were considered to be the greatest differences in this area:
1. Differences between the presidency in the Wesleyan Methodist system
and the general superintendency in the Pilgrim Holiness system.
2, The Pilgrims had o general church treasurer; the Wesleyans did not.
3, Differences in lay os compared to ministerial representation in the dis
trict and general conferences.
4. Difference in the authority of the general conference.
5. Difference in the method of holding property.
6, Differences regarding constitutional low.
7o Differences in local church organization.
The more important of these will be noted in more detail in Section V,
"Major Obstacles to Merger."
Study of these and other differences was assigned to joint subcommittees
under the headings of (1) doctrine, (2) Christian conduct and conditions of member
ship, (3) economic aspects of merger, (4) polity, and (5) missionary and educo-
22"Minutes of the Joint Commission on Merger of the Pilgrim Holiness
Church and the Wesleyan Methodist Church, September 4, and 5, 1957, Pittsburgh,
Pa." Cited by Wilkins, o�. cit., pp. 12-13.
22�
Honal interestSo^^
Second Joint Commission Meeting
On March 25 and 26, 1958, about six months after the first meeting, the
Joint Commission met a second time. The reports of the study committees were
heard and discussed ond consideration was given
to o careful study of the need for, and contents of, a Constitution
which would set forth the Name, Articles of Religion, General
Rules, Elementary Principles, Conditions and Rights of Membership,
Ministerial Rights and Duties, Rights and Basic Duties of Annual and
General Conferences, Basic Judiciary and Amendments to the Con
stitution,
Through the discussion of the proposed solutions to previously identified
problems presented by the subcommittees, the Commission was able to arrive at basic
agreements which were set forth as "Basic Understandings for Union,
" This discus
sion also convinced the Commission to recommend that the approaching general con
ferences vote to qjprove merger on the basis of these fundamental agreements. ^5 The
Commission unanimously voted the following action:
The Joint Commission comprising the committees on Church union con
stituted respectively by the Pilgrim Holiness Church and the Wesleyan
Methodist Church has explored to the best of its ability the differences
presently existing between our two communions. The foregoing enumera
tion has set forth those questions which have been deemed sufficiently
23Nicholson, etal, , "Report of the Committee on Merger. ,.," og_. cit.,
p. 14.
24|bid. 25|bid,
26"Minutes of the Joint Commission on Merger of the Pilgrim Holiness and
the Wesleyan Methodist Church, March 25-26, 1958." Cited by Wilkins, op. cit.,
p. 38.
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crucial so that either or both of our people might feel that their ap
proval should be withheld pending on acceptable solution, and in
each cose a solution hod been found which the respective committees
have felt might well enlist the favor of their constituencies.
As 0 result of its investigations and of the resolutions of these somewhat
cardinal questions.,., the Joint Commission feels that there remain no
further divergencies which may not be resolved by our united attention
and with full confidence in each other�none of which should hinder
further a consummation of the union of our two peoples.
We therefore recommend that the respective General Conferences in such
manner as is prescribed in their own rules, approve by vote the merger
of the Pilgrim Holiness Church and the Wesleyan Methodist Church of
America, subject to the conditions already presented, 27 and that the
respective committees on church union be continued and charged with
the task of presenting for action to the two administrative boards a
suitable plan for uniting the General Conferences next ensuing, subject
to the prior approval of this recommendation by both denominations, and
also with the task of drawing up o proposed book of discipline for presen
tation to this united general conference.
The Joint Commission voted to adopt as expressive of its purpose in
recommending union the slogan "Uniting for World Evangelism,"
The recommended steps for consummating the union, then were: (1) approv
al of merger by the general conferences on the basis of the "Understanding for
Union," (2) the formulation by the Joint Commission of o plan for holding a united
General Conference, (3) approval by the two churches of this plan, (4) the writing
of o book of discipline by the Joint Commission, (5) the holding of the united Gen
eral Conference, which would consider and presumably adopt the proposed disci
pline. The constitutional aspects of this discipline would have to be ratified by votes
28
of the Wesleyan Methodist onnuol conferences and general constituency. Such
27|. e., the Basic Understandings for Union.
^^Discipline of the Wesleyan Methodist Church (Syracuse, New York: The
Wesley Press, 1951), p. Par. 220.
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votes would not hove been necessary in the Pilgrim Holiness Church, as the PH
90
General Conference has final authority to make changes in the church manual.
Thus, while the general conference votes of 1958 and 1959, if favorable, would
hove been o commitment to merge, the merger would not hove been officially con
summated until the proposed discipline had been adopted by both churches accord
ing to the procedures prescribed in their respective disciplines.
Dr. Nicholson explained why the Joint Commission decided on the ap
proach it did and how merger would be carried out in on article in 1959. Obviously
referring to the earlier negotiations with the Free Methodists, he noted:
During on earlier study of merging our Church and a sister holiness
Church, some felt that before a great amount of time and labor was in
vested in the extensive studies on a Discipline it ought to hove been
decided whether or not our people wished to merge with others of like
precious faith. The present Committee on Merger felt that if certain
essential principles could be approved as a basis upon which to proceed
with further studies in working out the details�should the Wesleyan and
Pilgrim General Conferences approve merger on those principles�such
a step would be what the previous objectors to merger suggested on that
point.
The preparation of o complete Discipline is a major undertaking
which cannot be done quickly. ... But prior agreement on the essential
principles involved makes the task much easier....
Our Discipl ine...will be in effect (should the vote to merge be
favorable) until the Discipline of the merged group is prepared and
adopted in the manner prescribed in the Discipline of each group. 31
^^Monual of the Pilgrim Holiness Church, 1962, Sec. 107.
30Roy S. Nicholson, "The Question Box," The Wesleyan Methodist,
CXVI (April 15, 1959), p. 4,
31 Thomas, o�o cit. , p. 3.
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Summary of 1957-58 Negotiations
During these two years of negotiations the Joint Commission aimed to
identify problem areas os quickly os possible and then come to understandings on
how each problem would be resolved. The Commission apparently succeeded well
in doing this and presented to the general conferences its statement of basic under^
standings with the recommendation that these understandings be accepted as the
basis for union.
Pilgrim Holiness General Conference of 1958
Two actions by the General Conference of the Pilgrim Holiness Church of
1958, one directly related to the merger question and one indirectly related, should
be noted.
The Conference voted, os recommended by the Joint Commission, on wheth
er to approve merger with the Wesleyons on the basis proposed. The vote was 321 in
favor, 100 opposed. The resolution carried by well over a two-thirds majority. ^2
This General Conference also mode changes in the polity of the church,
providing for the election of three general superintendents instead of one general
superintendent and on assistant. ^3
Wesleyan Methodist General Conference of 1959
The Wesleyan Methodist General Conference of 1959 was one of the most
'''^Thomas, op. cit., p. 3.
33|bid.,p. 2.
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dramatic and most significant Conferences ever held by the Wesleyans,
This Wesleyan General Conference was fully as significant os the previous
Pilgrim General Conference so far as polity was concerned. Of primary importance
was the change from one President to three General Superintendents, ^4 The Wes
leyan Methodist Church thus moved a significant step closer to the polity of the
Pilgrim Holiness Church and the Free Methodist Church and owoy from its early
Congregationalism�and thus making on eventual merger of the Wesleyons at least
potentially more easy.
The Wesleyan Committee on Church Merger presented to the General Con
ference its report, including the Basic Understandings for Union and the recommenda
tion that
this General Conference approve and authorize, for its part, the
union of the Wesleyon Methodist Church of America and the Pilgrim
Holiness Church, subject to the conditions already presented,...
...that this resolution be passed on to the annual conferences and
local churches for their ratification. ^5
This report come before the General Conference on the afternoon of June
24, 1959, Dr. Oliver G, Wilson, Editor of The Wesleyan Methodist and secretory
of the Wesleyan Committee on Merger, read the report. A motion was mode and
seconded that the report be adopted, which would hove meant the adoption of the
recommendation above, and thus the approval of merger, subject to the ratification
34Roy S, Nicholson, "An Evaluation of the Recent General Conference,"
The Wesleyan Methodist, CXVI (July 29, 1959), p. 3.
^^Minutes of the Thirtieth General Conference of the Wesleyon Methodist
Church, 1959, p. 66.
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of the annual conferences and local churches. Dr. Nicholson spoke in favor of
merger and Dr. F. R. Eddy spoke against it. By vote It was agreed to divide the
question into two ports, so that the vote at hand would be simply on the proposi
tion, "Resolved, that this General Conference approve and authorize, for its port,
the union of the Wesleyan Methodist Church of America and the Pilgrim Holiness
Church, subject to the conditions already presented." The question was amended
again to provide that in event of union there be no arbitrary elimination or merging
of annual conferences and local churches except by voluntary consent. ^6
Debate was resumed. Dr. Paul L. Kindschi speaking in favor of merger and
the Reverend Harold Schmul speaking against. Additional debate took place until
5:00 p.m. when the sitting adjourned. 37
The next morning, June 25, 1959, debate on the merger question was con
tinued. It wcfi voted that debate be closed by 10:30 a.m. Debate was limited to
fifteen minutes for each position, alternately. Debate continued with Dr. Stephen
W. Peine, Dr. Oliver G. Wilson, and others favoring merger with opposition offered
by other delegates. When the period for debate come to on end, and after silent
prayer, the vote was token. The result was 108 favoring merger and 55 opposing.
A two-thirds majority would hove been 109. The vote to merge was defeated.
36|bid. , p. 27,
37|bid, , pp, 27-28,
38|bid., pp. 28-29. Cf, PojI W. Thomas, "The Pilgrim - Wesleyan Church
Merger," Pilgrim Holiness Advocate, XXXIX (July 25, 1959), p. 2; Nicholson,
"An Evaluation...," loc. cit.; George E, Failing, "Highlights of the Generol Con
ference," The Wesleyan Methodist CXVI (July 15, 1959), p. 3.
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Dr. George E. Failing, Editor of The Wesleyan Methodist since 1959,
noted that "main objections to the merger were differences in church government,
and the question as to whether the doubled size of the group would necessarily re
sult in church extension. "^9 And Dr. Nicholson commented, in retrospect.
The idea of "merger" has been slow to receive approval by o body whose
origin was due to o "secession." The sentiment expressed for merger and
subsequent actions by the General Conference would seem to indicate
that if the question of merging with those of "like precious faith" is re
vived, it might receive more serious and perhaps more favoroble considera
tion than it did in 1955 and 1959.^0
Some seemingly chance factors influenced the outcome of this vote. One
delegate who intended to vote for merger was absent during the morning session,
thinking the vote would not come until afternoon, and was rather chagrined when he
discovered his error.^l Also, some delegates who hod been influenced to vote
against merger by the leaders of their conference delegations were not owore that at
the lost moment some of these leaders decided to vote for merger. ^2
It is interesting and perhaps significant that much of the opposition to this
merger in 1959 came from the some persons who opposed the Wesleyan - Free Metho
dist merger in 1955. Also, the opposition to merger in 1959 was more or less organ-
39Fail ing, loc, cit.
40Nicholson, "An Evaluation...," loc. cit.
4lHad he been present and voted for the merger the motion still would have
lost, however. Although a two-thirds majority of 163 (the number who voted) would
hove been 109 (as compared to 108 who voted for merger), a two-thirds majority of
164 would hove been 110, whereas hod the missing delegate voted the total in favor
would have been only 109.
42Roy S. Nicholson, personal letter to the writer, dated March 3, 1966.
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ized; those who opposed merger did so "with considerable obvious fellowship on the
matter. "43
Two days later in the morning sitting, the Reverend D. A. Manker, who
hod apparently voted against the merger, announced he intended to make a motion
in the afternoon sitting to repeal the decision on merger. But when the afternoon
sitting come he sold he had changed his mind. 44
Although the margin was much closer and the question somewhat more
crucial, in essence this 1959 Wesleyon vote was remarkably similar to the 1955 vote
regarding the Free Methodists. In both cases the Wesleyan Methodists foiled to
authorize further steps toward merger and the vote was interpreted as a formal clos
ing of negotiations. The matter might well hove ended there, but because of factors
which will be noted presently, it did not.
IV. DEVaOPMENTS, 1959-66
Officially, the merger question was o dead issue from 1959 until 1962.
Unofficially, however, it was very much olive; too many people were convinced of
the need for merger to let the subject die altogether. The impulse for the resumption
of negotiations arose both among the Wesleyans and the Pilgrims,
Pilgrim Holiness General Conference of 1962
The question of Pilgrim-Wesleyon merger considerations come before the
43wilber T, Dayton, personal interview with the writer, held ot Asbury
Theological Seminary, Wilmore, Kentucky, March 3, 1966,
44Minutes of the Thirtieth General Conference of the Wesleyan Methodist
Church, 1969, pp. J6, 3/.
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1962 quadrennial General Conference (known since 1962 as the International Con
ference) of the Pilgrim Holiness Church. By o "strong vote" the Pilgrims adopted
the following resolution:
Whereas the 1958 General Conference by o vote of 321 for and 100
against approved a proposed merger with the Wesleyon Methodist
Church, and
Whereas the 1959 General Conference of the Wesleyan Methodist
Church by a very narrow margin foiled to get the necessary two-thirds
majority needed for General Conference approval, and
Whereas there is much interest in both groups to continue merger ne
gotiations therefore be it
Resolved that the 1962 General Conference go on record as favoring
continued negotiations but that any changes in the original plan
shall be submitted to a General Conference for approval, 45
This action officially re-opened negotiations from the Pilgrim side.
Wesleyan Methodist Board of Administration Action, 1962
The Board of Administration of the Wesleyan Methodist Church, meeting in
1962, passed the following resolution, which is self-explanatory:
Whereas, some annual conferences hove token action as to their
sentiments pertaining to merger, and
Whereas, there hove been specific requests by other conferences
OS to the possibility of expressing their wishes relative to merger and
Whereas, it appears desirable at this time to give each conference
on equal opportunity to express itself respecting merger.
Therefore, we recommend that the Board of Administration request
each annual conference to take o ballot vote ot the 1962 annual session
and communicate the results of the vote to the Board of Administration..,
on the following resolution:
Be it resolved that our Church continue to pursue the possibility
45"The Pilgrim Vote," The Wesleyan Methodist, CXIX (July 18, 1962),
p. 13; Wilkins, og. cit., p. 78; P. W. Thomas and Phyllis Ihrkey, "The General
Conference of the Pilgrim Holiness Church," Pilgrim Holiness Advocate, XLI I
(July 14, 1962), p. 5.
237
of union, on mutually acceptable terms, with the Pilgrim Holiness
Church and other sister Holiness groups of like precious faith os doors
may providentially open, 46
Such an unofficial vote was subsequently token and revealed 1,347 annual
conference delegates favoring and 730 opposing further negotiations. Although the
total in favor did not constitute o two-thirds moiority, in twenty-one of the twenty-
eight conferences the majority favoring negotiations was more than two-thirds, and
the resolution received ot least o majority vote in twenty-three conferences,47
This vote indicated o continuing interest in a Wesleyan-Pilgrim merger too
great to ignore.
Wesleyan Methodist General Conference of 1963
The Committee on Church Union, although it had been inactive during the
quadrennium as a result of the 1959 WM General Conference action, presented o
report to the 1963 WM General Conference. The report, which was approved by a
three-fourths majority vote, 48 read, in port:
WHEREAS, The General Conference of the Pilgrim Holiness Church
in session in June of 1962 again renewed its approval of merger with
46" A Report and o Request," The Wesleyan Methodist, CXIX (July 4, 1962),
p. 2. The proposed resolution further mode reference to continued cooperation with
holiness churches in publishing and to possible new cooperation in such areas as
evangelism and education.
47"Reportof the Committee on Church Union," Minutes of the Thirty-First
General Conference of the Wesleyan Methodist Church of America, 1963 (Morion,
Indiana: The Wesley Press, 1963), p. 145; Wilkins, loc. cit.
48George E. Failing, "Report on General Conference 1963," The Wesleyan
Methodist, CXX (July 31, 1963), p. 2.
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The Wesleyan Methodist Church, and
WHEREAS, an obligation is recognized to o substantial moiority
of our people and our conferences who hove expressed themselves
favorably in principle on the subject of merger, we therefore recom
mend the following:
1, That this General Conference express itself in favor of con
tinuing to pursue the possibility of union on mutually acceptable
terms with the Pilgrim Holiness Church and other sister Holiness Church
es of like precious faith as doors may providentially open or os may come
within the best prayerful judgment of her duly elected representatives,
2, That the General Conference authorize the Board of Administration
to elect a committee on Church Union which shall be authorized to cul
tivate and negotiate, if possible, with a like committee of the Pilgrim
Holiness Church, and, through the Board of Administration, be prepared
to present to the next Session of the General Conference any action or
recommendations arising out of these negotiations which may be deemed
proper,
49
Something of the mood of this General Conference may be inferred from the
fact that in adopting this resolution the General Conference urged the Committee on
Church Union to "undertake its assigned work without undue delay, to pursue the
some with oil diligence, and to keep the Church advised of its progress, "^^ Thus
the negotiations voted closed in 1959 were voted re-opened in 1963,
This General Conference authorized another step along the rood of organi
zational development of the Wesleyan Methodist Church, For the first time on offi
cial constitution for the church was adopted. This action clearly demorked certain
portions of the Discipline as constitutional rather than statutory�the Articles of
Religion, the Generol Rules, Elementary Principles, Membership, Organization and
Government, Supreme Judiciary, and others,
49"Report of the Committee on Church Union," pp, 145-146.
%ailing, "Report on General Conference 1963," p, 14.
^Virgil A. Mitchell, "The Discipline, 1963 Edition," The Wesleyan Meth-
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First Joint Commission Meeting
It wos o new Joint Commission thot begon functioning after 1963 and has
continued to the present. The membership was enlarged to nine men from each
denomination. Members elected to the Commission in 1963 were, for the Pilgrims,
William H. Neff (Co-chairman), Melvin H. Snyder, Paul W. Thomas, Paul F.
Elliott, J. R. Mitchell, J. D. Abbott, Melvin Dieter (Secretary), R. C. Hawkins,
and Burdette Shottuck; Wesleyan members were B. H. Phoup (Co-chairman), Harold
K. Sheets, Virgil A. Mitchell, Donald C. Fisher, Kenneth Dunn, C. Wesley Levin,
Stephen W. Paine, Roy S. Nicholson, and Hollis C. Stevenson. ^2 The Commission
thus included the three Wesleyan and the three Pilgrim general superintendents.
The Commission reported that no major obstacles ot union were seen during
this meeting. Five problem areas needing further study, however, were ossigned to
subcommittees. These were: (1) questions about the suggested name, (2) the process
of constitutional legislation, (3) the prerogatives of the superintendency, (4) ef
fect of merger on conference organization, and (5) coordination of the schools.53
Second and Third Joint Commission Meetings
The Joint Commission met for the second time in the new quadrennium on
odist, CXXI (February 26, 1964), p. 2. Cf. Discipline of the Wesleyan Methodist
Church of America (Morion, Indiana: Wesleyan Methodist Publishing Association,
1963), pp. 10-32.
52b. H. Phoup, "Report of the Commission on Church Union," The Wesleyan
Methodist, CXXI (April 15, 1964), p. 13,
53|bid.
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May 11 and 12, 1964, at Pilgrim Headquarters in Indianapolis, and for the third
time on December 7, 1964, ot Wesleyan World Headquarters in Marion, Indiana.
These meetings were devoted to hearing and discussing reports of the subcommittees
in the five areas mentioned above. Also the Commission recommended the holding
of 0 joint meeting of church leaders in 1965. A special committee was selected to
plan such a meeting.
Fourth Joint Commission Meeting
The Joint Commission, meeting in early 1965, arrived at several decisions
relative to the merger proposal to be presented to the approaching general confer
ences. These agreements ore noted here.
Nome. The Commission agreed to recommend the name "United Wesleyan
Church" instead of the name suggested in 1958-59, "The Wesleyan Methodist Pilgrim
Church. "^^ This recommendation colls to mind the proposed name for o united Free
Methodist - Wesleyan Methodist Church in 1955, "The United Wesleyan Methodist
Church."
Manual or Discipline. Agreed that the new manual or book of discipline
would be divided into (1) The Constitution, and (2) The Statutory Laws.56
54j. D. Abbott, "Merger Progress Report," Pilgrim Holiness Advocate,
XLV (March 13, 1965), p. 3; B, H. Phoup, "Report of the Joint Commission on
Church Union," The Wesleyan Methodist, CXXII (February 24, 1965), p. 2.
55"General Board Mokes Decision," The Wesleyan Methodist, CXXII
(June 30, 1965), p. 6.
56|bid., p. 9.
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General Conference composition. Equal lay and ministerial representa
tion would be maintained in the General Conference, as well os in the annual con
ferences, OS hod been the cose in the Wesleyan Methodist Church. General church
officers and conference presidents would be members of the General Conference by
virtue of their office, but their membership would be balanced by on equal number
of lay delegates. 57
General superintendency. Superintendents would be elected for four year
terms, would preside over the annual conferences with the assistance and advice of
the conference president, and "would be considered the spiritual and administrative
leaders of the Church. "58
Pastoral placement. "Pastors would be called by vote of the local church,
subject to review by on appropriate conference committee and ratification by the
annual conference. "^^
Implementation of union. The general boards of the two churches would
serve as a "planning and polity committee" for the uniting general conference.
Fifth Joint Commission Meeting
The Joint Commission met again on December 3, 1965, in Indianapolis.
The work of subcommittees was reviewed and plans were laid for a meeting of on en-
57|bid. 58|b|d,
59|bid. 60|bld,
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larged committee on constitutional law and procedures. It was suggested that there
should be meetings between the various departmental executives of the two denom
inations to determine how to implement union at these levels.
Dr. B. H. Phoup, Wesleyan General Superintendent and Co-chairman of
the Joint Commission, mode the following observations concerning this meeting:
There are those of us who felt that the recent meeting demonstrated o
frank and open discussion in certain areas of our studies in a way which
perhaps hod not been realized before. It should be understood that
certain of the more cruciol areas of our proposals ore not yet open to
negotiation. These were specifically pointed out in recent meetings,
and ore purposely kept to a degree of flexibility os these studies ore
pursued. The recognition of this necessity seems clearly understood by
the brethren of both Denominations. 62
No indication was given os to what these "more crucial" issues were.
The Joint Commission, at this writing, has completed the drafting of its
report to the two general conferences. The regular quadrennial Pilgrim Holiness
International (or General) Conference meets in June, 1966, and a special session of
the Wesleyan Methodist General Conference has been colled to meet the same week.
The crucial vote on the merger proposal will be token ot thse conferences, the vote
of the Wesleyans to come first. 63
There are two situations current within the Wesleyan Methodist Church
61b. H. Phaup, "Report on Merger," The Wesleyan Methodist, CXXIII
(February 16, 1966), p. 3.
62lbid.
63william H. Neff, Melvin H. Snyder, and Paul W. Thomas, "Prayer for
Merger Proposal," Pilgrim Holiness Advocate, XLVI (January 1, 1966), p. 3.
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which are related to this merger proposal which should be noted here. The first
concerns another merger consideration in which the Wesleyans are involved; the
second concerns problems presently existing between the general church and some
annual conferenceso
Wesleyan Methodist - Reformed Baptist Considerations
For the past few years the Wesleyon Methodists hove been holding merger
talks with the Reformed Baptist Alliance, o small holiness group. j^e Reformed
Baptists ore scheduled to vote on the proposal for union in 1966, It is expected the
proposal will be presented to the Wesleyon Methodist Board of Administration this
spring and will come before the 1966 General Conference for its approval. There
seems to be a general feeling among the Wesleyans that this union will be consum
mated with no difficulty. Noting the "feeling of enthusiasm and anticipation"
which exists concerning this union, WM General Superintendent B. H. Phoup re
cently commented, "I have on idea that our people feel that less is involved in
merger with a smaller group and that the cost is less in such o merger. "^^
Wesleyan Methodist Conference Problems
It was noted in Chapter IV that the governmental development of the Wes-
^Supra, p. 74.
65" As Our General Superintendents View the Church," The Wesleyan
Methodist, CXXIII (March 2, 1966), p. 9; "Resolutions re Church Union," The
Wesleyon Methodist, CXXII (August 18, 1965), p. 2; "Beuloh Camp," The Wesleyan
Methodist, CXXII (August 18, 1965), p. 12.
66" As Our General Superintendents View the Church," ]oc. cit.
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leyan Methodist Church since its origin has produced a kind of centralization of
power at the general church level, but that constitutional provisions prevent church
officials from exercising sufficient authority over the annual conferences of the
church. 67 There has developed a concentration of power both at the annual con
ference and general church level, making for conflicts. The annual conferences
have a large degree of autonomy; exactly where their autonomy ends and the gen
eral organization's authority begins is o point of contention.
As noted earlier, the problem of maintaining a unified church under such a
system has been o vexing one.^^ And the problem has become increasingly acute
in recent years.
In the spring of 1964 the WM General Superintendents reported to the
Board of Administration:
Those of us who have been charged with the responsibility of de
nominational leadership hove been mode increasingly owore of a vocal
discontent on the part of some with the policies and program of the De
nomination, . Your Superintendents hove proceeded with caution,
perhaps almost unduly so, in a sincere effort to exhaust every means of
Christian labor and counsel, , . ,
However, the time comes when it seems impossible. ,, to ignore the
actions, attitudes, and statements which ore so contrary to what we
believe is proper for those who ore o part of us. It is our belief that this
Board has no other alternative than to deal forthrightly with these prob
lems. 69
�^ Supra, p. 182.
^^Supro, p. 181.
69b. H. Phoup, Harold K. Sheets, and Virgil A. Mitchell, "Report of the
General Superintendents to the Board of Administration," The Wesleyan Methodist,
CXXI (April 15, 1964), p. 4.
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In its 1964 session, the Allegheny Conference of the Wesleyon Methodist
Church voted overwhelmingly to delete oil references to the Wesleyon Methodist
Church from its charter. The move was designed to clear the way for the confer
ence to completely dissociate itself from the church, retaining ownership of all
churches, by a simple vote should the conference decide at a later dote to take
such action. This action raises questions both of civil and ecclesiastical low and
requires court approval. It has already been declared invalid by the WM Executive
Board, The problem continues, however, ^0
A somewhat similar problem exists with the Tennessee Conference, This
conference has refused to recognize the authority of general church boards in a mat
ter involving a local church within the conference. The conference "has retained
legal counsel for several years and has failed to recognize and follow the regular
church channels in seeking to reach on agreement in the differences between the
conference and the Denomination,"^ This problem remains unresolved also, but it is
considered likely by some church officials that the 1966 General Conference will
take action to settle these disputes, ^2
^^Virgil A. Mitchell, "Allegheny Conference Report," The Wesleyan
Methodist, CXXI (July 15, 1964), p, 13; "Executive Board Hears Reports," The
Wesleyan Methodist, CXXI (September 30, 1964), p, 15; B, H, Phaup, "Allegheny
Conference Report, " The Wesleyan Methodist, CXXII (August 4, 1965), p, 14.
71 "Reports from the Executive Board," The Wesleyan Methodist, CXXI
(December 16, 1964), p, 13,
72Nicholson, personal letter, loc. cit,; George E, Failing, personal inter
view with the writer, held at Wesleyan World Headquarters, Marion, Indiana,
February 23, 1966.
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Such problems os these complicote merger considerations, of course, be
cause of the fear of schism and the tendency of the general church to proceed slow
ly to ovoid further antagonizing the dissident elements. Some of the strongest oppo
sition to merger comes from areas in the church which ore currently ot odds with the
leadership of the denomination.'*^
Summary
The period 1962 to the present saw o rebirth of merger negotiations be
tween the Wesleyans and the Pilgrims, despite the failure of the 1959 Wesleyan
General Conference vote. Additional agreements have been reached by the Joint
Commission and these hove been incorporated into a basis for union and proposed
constitution to be presented to the 1966 general conferences of the two churches.
V. BASIC FEATURES OF THE UNION PROPOSAL
In April, 1966, the Joint Commission released o printed document includ
ing "The Basis for Merger" and "The Proposed Constitution" which constitutes the
1966 union proposal. Basically this document is an elaboration of the Basic Under
standings for Union of 1958-59. The following pages present the essential features
of this union proposal.
Nome
Departing from the earlier not- too-successful attempt to find a euphonious
73w ilkins, 0�. cit,, pp. 54-57.
74This document is included in this study as Appendix D,
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combination of the names Pilgrim Holiness and Wesleyan Methodist, the Commission
is recommending simply, "The Wesleyan Church. "^^
Constitution
The proposed constitution includes the following elements: (1) Articles of
Religion, (2) General Rules, (3) Elementary Principles, (4) Membership, (5) Or
ganization and Government, (6) Powers and Restrictions of the General Confer
ence, (7) The Supreme Judiciary, and (8) Amendments.76
The proposed constitution is very similar to the present WM Constitution
which was adopted in 1959.
Constitutional Amendment
In contrast to the WM system, which requires ratification of constitutional
changes by annual conference and local church membership in addition to the vote
of the General Conference, and in contrast to the PH system in which the General
Conference has the final authority, the proposal here is that constitutional changes
require General Conference and annual conference approval. ^7
Articles of Religion
The Commission in 1958 noted the brood general agreement of the two
75"The Basis for Merger and The Proposed Constitution...," document
released April 23, 1966, by the Joint Commission of the Pilgrim Holiness and Wes
leyan Methodist churches, p. 2.
76|bid., pp. 2-8. 77|bid.,p. 8.
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churches at this point, the only real difference being the explicit avowal of pre-
millennialism by the Pilgrims.^^ The 1966 union proposal contains twenty-four
Articles of Religion which seem to be patterned largely after the WM Articles. No
particular millennial view is endorsed. ^9
Ministerial and Lay Representation
The WM system is designed to provide equal lay and ministerial represen
tation; in the PH system ministerial representation tends to outweigh lay representa
tion. For instance, oil Pilgrim general church officers, district superintendents,
college presidents, and General Board members�nearly oil of whom ore ministers-
ore members of the Generol Conference ex officio, but this ministerial concentra
tion is not balanced by additional lay representation. The basis for union pro
poses the adoption of the principle of equal lay and ministerial representation in
both district and general conferences, 81
Pastoral Coll
The proposed Constitution guarantees to the local church the right "to call
78william H. Neff and Roy S. Nicholson, "The Principal Bases for the
Joint Commission's Recommendation for Union of the Pilgrim Holiness and the Wes
leyan Methodist Churches," Pilgrim Holiness Advocate, XXXCIII (November 29,
1958), p. 5. Cf. Wilkins, op. cit., pp, 38-42.
79" Basis for Merger," pp, 2-4.
SOpiscipline of the Wesleyan Methodist Church, 1963, p. 27, Par. 61;
Manual of the Pilgrirn HoTTness Church, 1962, Sec. 106. Cf. Wilkins, ogi. cit.,
pp. 20-24.
81"Basis for Merger," p. 1.
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its own pastor, subject to confirmation by the district conference. "82 j^ij jj
essentially the system presently followed by both churches.
General Conference Composition
The basis for union provides that
The General Conference shall be composed of an equal number of
elders and laymen elected by the several districts, and each district
superintendent and o lay delegate elected on his behalf; and of such
General Conference officials as the General Conference may estab
lish by legislation, provided that it shall at the some time enact pro
visions to secure such further representation as shall be necessary to
continue the principle of equal lay and ministerial membership. 83
As the Joint Commission noted in 1958, this formula "would provide a
larger ex officio membership of the general conference than the Wesleyans ore ac
customed to, o smaller ex officio membership than presently used by the Pilgrim
Holiness Church. "84
General Superintendency
One or more general superintendents would be elected for the general over
sight of the church and would "preside ... over the annual conferences assigned to
their supervision" with the district superintendent (conference president) advising and
assisting in the chairmanship. 85 This would be essentially the adoption of the Pil
grim system at the point of the presiding officer of the district (annual) conference, a
82|bid., p. 6. 83 Ibid., p, 7-
84Neff and Nicholson, "The Principol Bases," loc. cit.
85" Basis for Merger," loc. cit.
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greater concession than the Wesleyans agreed to moke in their earlier negotiations
with the Free Methodists.
Wilkins in his thesis compared the powers of the general superintendency
of |-he Pilgrims and the general presidency of the Wesleyans in 1959. Although the
Wesleyans changed from one president to three general superintendents in 1959 the
power of the superintendency was not greatly increased over that of the presidency,
so Wilkins' evaluation is still valid. Noting the "great limitations" put on the
Wesleyan presidency, Wilkins comments:
He is not chainnon of many important boards nor of the District Con
ference, nor does he have the real oversight of oil the phases and
departments and institutions of the church. He is further limited as
to his jurisdiction over the districts and the local church. On the
other side, the General Superintendents of the Pilgrim Holiness
Church con, if they so desire, use their administrative authority on
both local and district [that is, annual conference] levels. ^7
Inasmuch as the Joint Commission has not spelled out exactly what powers
the general superintendents would have but has proposed to leave this up to the Gen
eral Conference, the way is left open for o fairly strong general superintendency sim
ilar to the PH type. 88
Control of Schools
The agreements set forth in the Basis for Merger provide for denominational
86Supra, p. 147-
87wilkins, 0�. cit., p. 19.
88" Basis for Merger," loc. cit.
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control of the schools, but this is not spelled out in detoil,^^ This provision for
denominational control is in line with the existing policy of both churches. 90
Standards of the Christian Life
The proposed Constitution includes on article entitled General Rules,
which is patterned after the article by the some title in the present Wesleyan Meth
odist Constitution. The proposed General Rules ore much broader and much more
positive in tone than corresponding regulations in the Pilgrim Holiness Manual and
the Wesleyan Methodist Discipline, however, and they deal more with general prin
ciples than with specific practices. The proposed General Rules, for instance, in
clude the positive responsibility of members "to preserve the sanctify of the home by
honoring Christ in every phase of family life; , . . ." As to dress, instead of for
bidding specific items of adornment the proposed Rules merely require members "to
dress so os to adorn the gospel in the spirit of I Peter 3: 3-4, and I Timothy 2: 9-10,
giving clear testimony to Christian purity and modesty . . . ."9' The use of the
words "in the spirit of" suggests these biblical passages ore to be interpreted in a
more general and less legalistic way than has been true in both churches in the past.
The General Rules as proposed, then, represent o moving owoy from o
strong and somewhat negative set of standards for the Christian life.
89]^.
90Manual of the Pilgrim Holiness Church, 1962, Sec. 228, Par. 1; Disci
pline of the'WiliTyan Methodist Church, 1963, pp. 148-152, Par. 384-390.
91"Basis for Merger," pp. 4-5.
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Conference Boundaries
Temporary overlapping of boundaries would be allowed, according to the
merger proposal, but the eventual combining of overlapping conferences would be
expected, "There would be denominational and district committees to advise and
help districts and local churches contemplating such combinations, "^^
College Area Boundaries
It is not the intention of the Joint Commission to recommend any scheme
of reorganization and realignment of our existing educational institu
tions that will involve the arbitrary elimination of any one of them.
As to the distribution of the districts into school areas, for the time being
each district would remain in the school area of which it was a port before
the merger. For the present this would involve overlapping territory,. .
, . the denomination should encourage the development of combinations
which would be os favorable os possible to the work of the Church,
The ultimate reorganization of the school areas should be subject
to the oction of the General Conference and should recognize insofar
OS is practicable, the expressed will of the district involved, and provide
an equitable division of the membership of the Church among the schools
of the Church. 93
Evaluation
The two churches began their negotiations with such a degree of similarity
that little compromise was required of either, and where concessions were made they
were not drastic.
With regard to the several basic agreements noted in this section, it would
appear that on balance the union proposal represents fairly equal concessions by both
churches. The resolution of most differences represents true compromise, and possible
92|bid., p. 1, 93|bid.
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greater concessions by one church in one area seem balanced by greater conces
sions by the other church in another area. The Pilgrims ore moving more toward
the Wesleyans in the matter of ministerial and lay representation, while the Wes
leyans ore moving more toward the Pilgrims in regard to the ger^eral superintend
ency. When oil agreements ore reached and oil details worked out, assuming the
merger is authorized by the two churches, it may be that one church will hove con
ceded more than the other, but that is difficult to ascertain and may be a rather
subjective evaluation. Also such an evaluation is further complicated by the fact
that some changes will undoubtedly come to both churches whether or not merger
is consummated. Some Wesleyan leaders feel, for instance, that existing confer
ence problems will prod the 1966 General Conference toward o strengthening of the
central government of the denomination so the church can better deal with such
problems. 94
A comparison of this proposed basis of union with the Wesleyon Methodist -
Free Methodist union proposal of 1955 suggests that should the Wesleyans unite with
the Pilgrims they will be conceding less than they would have in 1955 hod the WM-
FM merger been consummated. This is due partially, however, to the changes in
polity which hove occurred within the Wesleyon Methodist Church since 1955.
VI. THE MERGER DEBATE
The debate over the proposed Wesleyan-Pilgrim merger has been carried out
94Nicholson, personal letter, [oc. cit.; Failing, personal interview,
loc. cit.
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almost exclusively within the Wesleyan Methodist Church, at least so far as articles
in the denominational organs ore concerned. In the months prior to the Wesleyan
General Conference of 1959 and again now, os the 1966 General Conference ap
proaches. The Wesleyan Methodist has carried many articles debating the merger.
By contrast the Pilgrim Holiness Advocate has carried no debate. This parallels the
situation in the 1955 Wesleyan Methodist - Free Methodist merger attempt.
The following pages present the arguments for and against merger as gleaned
from articles in The Wesleyan Methodist, primarily in 1959 and in 1965-66, and
from other sources as noted.
THE ARGUMENTS FOR MERGER
The arguments advanced in favor of the merger can be grouped under eight
main propositions: (1) continued separation is unjustifiable, (2) the united church
would be stronger than either of the merging churches, (3) merger would offer many
specific advantages, (4) the proposed form of government is desirable, (5) merger
would not hinder spiritual renewal, (6) merger is the will of the majority, (7) merg
er is fast becoming o necessity, and (8) merger is the Christian thing to do.
A. Continued separation is unjustifiable.
A letter to the editor of The Wesleyan Methodist read.
There was o time when holiness churches could afford to be independent
of one another in their witness to their local communities. Even then
there was o need for them to have some measure of contact and coopera
tion with one another. But now there is a greater need for joining hands
and hearts, to moke it more effective in a world that is questioning
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whether there is any relevancy in the holiness way of life.^^
B. The united church would be stronger then either of the merging churches.
Dr, Roy S. Nicholson wrote.
To glorify God by advancing scriptural holiness, moral reform
and holiness evangelism. These interests con be advanced more
effectively through o merging of resources than by undertaking them
separately with each one's limited resources. 96
C. Merger would offer many specific advantages.
1. Merger would further the doctrine and experience of entire sontifico-
tion. Oliver G. Wilson, at the time Editor of The Wesleyan Methodist, wrote, " I
feel deeply that the union will be in the interest of the proclamation of the doctrine
and experience of entire sanctification, "97 Dr. Harold Sheets, presenting the cose
for merger as viewed by the Joint Commission in 1965, held that merger would es-
9ft
toblish "o more resourceful and adequate base for 'spreading Scriptural holiness.'"
2. Merger would mean a stronger educational program. Dr. George E.
Failing, presently Editor of The Wesleyan Methodist, implies this when he comments,
95Thomas B. Hersey, letter to the editor. The Wesleyan Methodist, CXXII
(September 29, 1965), p. 10.
96Roy S, Nicholson, "The Question Box," The Wesleyan Methodist,
CXVI {AprW 22, 1959), p. 3.
970I iver G. Wilson, "I Shall Vote Yes," The Wesleyan Methodist,
CXVI (June 3, 1959), p. 2.
98Harold K. Sheets, "Church Merger: Mobilizing for the Unfinished Task,"
The Wesleyan Methodist, CXXII (November 10, 1965), p. 3.
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Some Christian colleges and Bible schools now seriously doubt that
their ministries con continue without much greater support by the
church. Con our separate denominations raise enough money and
send enough students to keep our schools Christian and church-
off i I ioted 7^9
3. There would be o significant economic advontoge in merging, Dr,
Oliver G. Wilson argued in 1959, "It is o matter of economy in the publishing of
church periodicals, Sunday-school literature and holiness books, "^^O Similarly his
successor, Dr, Failing, recently observed, "A church of 80,000 members needs only
one Editor for its denominational organ, only one Executive Secretary for Church
Extension, etc,"!^'
A special committee instituted by the Joint Commission made o study of the
economic aspects of the proposed merger prior to the 1958-59 general conferences.
Basing its study on previous expenditures over a quadrennium the committee estimated
the united church could realize the following savings over a four-year period: 1^2
Publishing House $185,000
Foreign Missions 100,000
Church Extension 141,000
Sunday School, Youth 10,000
General Conference 15,000
General Headquarters 50,000
Total (four-year period) $501,000
99George E. Failing, "I Favor Merger The Wesleyan Methodist,
CXXIII (March 16, 1966), p, 2.
lOOWilson, loc, cit, 10 'Foil ing, loc, cit,
102paul F, Elliott and David Rees, "The Economic Aspects of Merger of the
Pilgrim Holiness Church with the Wesleyan Methodist," 1957, Cited by Wilkins,
22, cit, , pp, 49-51,
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And Wilkins notes in his thesis.
This soving of over one-half million dollars would be the equiva
lent of the total cost of running the average conference of 75 churches
for two years, or several smaller ones for four years. It would amount
to more than the total cost of operating either of the separate Church
Extension Departments for four years; or it would equal one-third to
one-half the total cost of operating either of our Foreign Missionary
Departments for four years. 1^3
Others hove pointed out the stewardship aspect of the economic factor.
Noting the estimated probable savings Dr. Sheets, writing for the Joint Commission,
said merger "represents o sound expression of Christian stewardship in the saving of
mounting church operating costs. "1^4 And a Pilgrim Holiness minister argued
pointedly.
We cannot dismiss merger without justifying ourselves before God
and man in the matter of stewardship. Consider the expenditure of
consecrated money for the duplication of services, overlapping of
agencies, and support of personnel thot could be directed toword world
evangelism. For one of our Churches to spend thousands of dollars to
secure o precarious foothold in on area where the other is serving well,
is in itself a betrayal of sound stewardship, '05
4. Merger would relieve the problem of the shortage of pastors. O, R.
Fitzgerald wrote that since merger would result in the combination of local churches,
the pastor shortage problem would be relieved,
103wilkins, o2_, cit., p. 51.
lO^sheets, loc. cit,
105"Merger ... or the Alternatives," The Wesleyan Methodist, CXXII
(December 8, 1965), p. 8.
lO^o. R. Fitzgerald, letter to the editor. The Wesleyan Methodist, CXX
(July 13, 1963), p. 5.
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5, Merger would help conserve members. Noting the ropid shift of popu
lation today, one writer commented as follows concerning his own local church:
In all this moving bock and forth, our local church has "shipped out"
more people over this period of thirteen years than we now hove. Very
few of these hove moved where they con attend another Wesleyan Meth
odist church, thus they are lost to us. And during this time, we hove re
ceived nothing from other churches in exchange. A local church in a
small denomination must work day and night just to keep up with the
moving van, let alone show on increase, for our members do not come
easy [sic] , 107
6. Merger would permit an expanded publishing program. According to
Wilkins, "It is without question that the united denominotions could enter new fields
of publication which are impossible for them as separate denominations. "^08 Wilkins
considers this matter in some detail.
D. The proposed form of government is desirable.
1. The proposed form of government is not radically differnet from what
exists now, Dr, R. S. Nicholson said the merger would mean change, but no radical
giving up of the Wesleyan form of government. The union proposal contains much of
Wesleyan Methodist os well as Pilgrim Holiness polity, ^09
2. The proposed form of government is not unscripturol. A Wesleyan Meth-
107Robert Hughes, letter to the editor. The Wesleyan Methodist, CXXII
(August 18, 1965), p. 4.
lOSwFlkins, op. cit., p. 48.
109Roy S. Nicholson, "The Question Box," The Wesleyan Methodist, CXVI
(June 3, 1959), p. 3.
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odist postor wrote.
The Bible does not specifically set forth any form of church govern
ment other than for the local church, and even that is not detailed,..,
... there is absolutely no Biblical precedent for conference or
ganization or conference presidents. Shall we do owoy with them?
I hope not. . . .
Therefore, in the interest of fairness and clarity let us remember
that o centralized church government, whether denominational or
conference, is not unscripturol in the sense of being opposed to the
Scriptures, unless it usurps local prerogatives. It is merely one of the
many things the Scripture speaks nothing about, either for or against. 1 10
3, A more centralized government would not hinder growth. The same
writer quoted above argued this point holding that
we do ourselves o great disservice to equate growth with any type of
government. To blame lock of growth on a certain type of government
is to find o convenient hiding place from our own spiritual powerless-
ness.
Look at history. The Methodist Episcopal Church grew like wild
fire in the early years of the 19th century. Today the fastest growing
Churches, so we hear, ore the Southern Baptist and the Assemblies of
God, both having types of the congregational system of government.
At the same time, another denomination with autonomous congregations
is going nowhere in terms of growth, 1 1 1
Similarly Dr. Sheets wrote, "No single form of church government has sent
one church towering above oil others in growth or world conquest,
"
4. The proposed form of government would provide some needed strengthen
ing of the authority of the general church. "What we need today if tme Wesleyan
ll^Larry Hughes, "Church Government and the Merger," The Wesleyan
Methodist, CXXIII (January 5, 1966), p. 4.
ll^lbid.
ll^sheets, loc. cit.
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Methodism is to be preserved is closer general supervision, co-ordination and pro
motion and less independence," wrote Dr, Nicholson^ ^ ]-\q y/ent on.
The employment of traveling (or full-time) Conference Presidents has
been considered by the Church's historians to be one of the advance
steps of the church. Their supervision, co-ordination and promotion
led to progress such as the Conferences hod never known before. Their
records from about 1910 will show the gains that followed the adoption
of this new program of Conference superintendency, ' 14
A Wesleyan conference president wrote.
We definitely need stronger oversight. If merger be considered the
road to centralized power, perhaps we might do well to consider our
present situation where on absence of sufficient constitutional authority
has, at the least, not prevented division among us,,., one great need
of the Wesleyan Methodist Church, even if there is no merger, is better
organized authority, 1 1^
5, Further centralization of power could come only by the will of the
majority.
Much is being said about "centralized government if we merge,"
Hove we overlooked the foot that any changes come by "due process"
of constitutional enactment? One of the surest guarantees against
further centralization of the church structure is the strict adherence
to the present constitutional low,,,. Fellow Wesleyans, do not confuse
merger with such issues. These enactments come as a result of majority
vote�merger or no merger.
^
'I'^Roy S. Nicholson, "The Question Box," The Wesleyan Methodist,
CXVI (April 15, 1959), p. 3.
1 14|bid.
ll^Dewey O. Miller, "Merger, The Lesser Mistake," The Wesleyan Meth
odist, CXXIII (January 19, 1966), p. 4.
116c. Wesley Lovin, "On Merger," The Wesleyan Methodist, CXXIII
(January 5, 1966), p. 2.
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E. Merger would not hinder spiritual renewal.
1. The questions of merger and revival ore unrelated.
Spiritual power, revival, and Holy Ghost anointing hove been
mentioned as on alternative to merger. Merger, or lack of it, is not
a condition upon which either of these ore bestowed. They may be
hod if we merge or if we should not merge. 1 17
2. Merger might actually aid renewal. Dr. Sheets wrote that merger
"holds the promise of God's outpoured blessing through the restoration of needless
seporoteness and the spiritual renewal of working fellowships with those of !like
precious faith.
'" 1 18
F, Merger is the will of the majority.
C. Wesley Lovin pointed out that sixty-six percent of the Wesleyans (in the
General Conference vote) hod favored merger in 1959; they remained loyal to the
church even though their view did not prevail. 1 1^
G. Merger is fast becoming g necessity.
Merger "gnticipgtes wisely the increesing outside pressures in maintaining
relatively small minority groups and forethought in more adequately coping with these
pressures ^ic],
" ^
117|bid.
ll^Sheets, loc. cit.
119Lovin, loc. cit.
120Sheets, loc. cit.
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Dewey Miller cited
...the imminent risk that smaller denominations will be pushed to the
outside of the circle of religious forces, and eventually, by the ecu
menical efforts of larger groups, or the possible merger of our sister
denominations without us, or by possible federal limitations on smaller
groups, we shall be lost in a whirlpool of forces over which we hove no
control, and gradually lose our field, even though we might maintain
our force or testimony. 121
H, Merger is the Christian thing to do.
1. Merger is spiritually justified. Said one writer, "...the will to one
ness is both biblical and Christian; it is at once both the will of the Master and
the
highest instinct of the truly Christian soul.
"122 Another contended that inability to
unite is an indication of spiritual weakness:
If some local churches ore incompatible, it is no argument against merger;
it is on indictment against the spiritual quality of our individual members.
If we both believe in holiness, and God graciously through His Spirit
has given us loving and obedient hearts, how con we possibly be incom
patible? 123
2. Merger would set on example of Christian unity. Dr. Wilson wrote in
1959, "In this end time, with the world filled with hate, distrust and animosity,
this
union could be on example of Christian generosity and good will.
"124 Another wrot^
12lMiller, loc. cit.
122"Merger...or the Alternatives," loc. cit.
123charlesW. Heovilin, "Facing Merger Openly and Honestly," The
Wesleyan Methodist, CXXIII (March 16, 1966), p. 5.
124wilson, loc. cit.
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Should we either deliberately or by default, reject merger, we
must confess to friend and foe alike, that though we are identical
in doctrine and essential spiritual teaching, though we fellowship
freely and with mutual blessing, we cannot take the full step of
faith and commitment that leads to organic union. Faced with on
opportunity to demonstrate the unifying force of Christian holiness,
we must confess that we lock purpose to see its fulfillment in the ex
treme test. 1 25
Summary
Although these ore probably not oil the arguments which could hove been
advanced for merger, they do constitute o fairly complete case for merger. Cer
tainly there hove been more arguments in favor of merger in this instance than in the
earlier Wesleyan-Free Methodist merger debate, and the arguments hove been more
specific. Basically these articles favoring merger have argued that there are many
advantages and virtually no disadvantages to merging, and therefore continued sep
aration con no longer be justified,
THE ARGUMENTS AGAINST MERGER
The arguments advanced against the Wesleyan Methodist - Pilgrim Holiness
merger have been fewer than those favoring merger. For convenience the opposing
arguments con be classified under seven major propositions: (1) the two churches are
not ready for merger, (2) the merger as proposed is unjustifiable scriptural ly and his
torically, (3) merger as proposed would mean o too-central ized government, (4)
changing conference boundaries would be o major problem, (5) merger would mean
125"Merger. ..or the Alternatives," loc. cit.
264
lowered standards of membership, (6) merger would result in divisions and possibly
schisms, and (7) merger efforts divert attention from more important tasks.
A. The two churches ore not ready for merger.
1. They ore incompatible at the local level. A resolution passed by the
Ohio Conference of the Wesleyon Methodist Church in 1965 cited "the incompoti-
1 2A
bility of many of our churches on the local level" as on argument against merger.
A conference president wrote.
Merger will affect the two churches in local areas, and this gives
some of us concern. It is a fact that the two Churches have little in
common in some areas. It is a fact that it would bring hardship to a
few. ... We must face up to the fact that some of these situations
could not be solved. They ore deep-seated! There are minor differ
ences over procedure, many of them deriving from social and economic
traditions. There will be some personality clashes. Wisdom may dictate
it were better to let well enough alone, and at any rote, force nothing
127
upon anyone.
2. Opinion is too divided to moke merger wise at this time. The Ohio Con
ference resolution gave os one reason for opposing merger "the uncertainty and con-
1 oofusion which hove accompanied the movement.'
B. The merger as proposed is unjustifiable scripturglly and historically.
126"Ohio Conference on Merger," The Wesleyan Methodist, CXXII
(November 24, 1965), p. 7.
127Earl T. Gentry, "On Church Merger," The Wesleyan Methodist, CXXII
(November 24, 1965), p. 9.
128"ohio Conference on Merger," loc. cit.
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1. Merger is unjustifiable scripturglly. The president of the Alabama
Conference of the Wesleyan Methodist Church argued,
...in all the arguments in favor of merger we have not read scriptural
proof for such action. Brethren, this is a strong point, and ought to
be one strong factor for our consideration. There seems to be o pre
vailing thought of "unity," and that our being opart is a ground for
contention. This is not so. If organic union mokes unity, then the
Holy Spirit, in calling out the different organizations in the past
century, was sadly mistaken. 1^9
This writer went on to point out that denominational organizational struc
tures ore not even mentioned in the Bible and ore therefore unscripturol,
2. Merger is unjustifiable historically, A minister wrote, "I would oppose
the merger on historical grounds. Historically, both denominations were colled out
of God for specific tasks, and for specific reasons,"
C, Merger as proposed would mean a too-centrglized government,
1. It would be an episcopal government. The episcopacy issue was revived
by one who argued,
...we ore planning to merge with a denomination whose basic form
of government is episcopal, and which government will no doubt
become a basic port of our Discipline in the future, '^l
'^^J, A, Treese, "On Church Merger," The Wesleyan Methodist, CXXII
(November 24, 1965), p, 6,
130Arnold L. Lockwood, letter to the editor. The Wesleyan Methodist,
CXXII (December 22, 1965), p. 6.
13l|bid.
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2, It would be an over-centrglized government. The Ohio Conference
cited its "opposition to o too strongly centrolized government" as o reason for op
posing merger. 1^2 j\^q fgar that the leadership of the denomination wishes to set
up 0 dictatorial general board which would hove too much control was expressed by
on anti-merger report issued by the Allegheny Conference of the Wesleyan Metho
dist Church in 1959. A similar line of reasoning was employed by Karl W, Johnston
in 0 paper entitled "The Government of the Wesleyan Methodist Church, "1^3
3o It would be a government that would violate local or conference free
dom. The Ohio Conference resolution said merger involved "the possibility of sur
rendering some of our traditional freedoms. "134 \^ jj^j ^lot indicate what these
freedoms were.
4. The proposed form of government would undercut the authority of the
conference president. The Allegheny Conference report included this argument.
Wilkins reports the Allegheny argument as follows:
If the Union were to be carried through, there would be the demotion
of the Conference President,.., who would no longer preside at the Annual
Conference, but would become a foot man, on errand boy, or a yes man
to carry out the dictates of a General Superintendent. His duties would
be to oil the machinery and arrange the furniture for the visit of the gen
eral. He must become on efficiency expert, a financier, and o policy man.
132"Ohio Conference on Merger," loc. cit.
' Wilkins, op. cit., p. 55.
l34"Ohio Conference on Merger," loc. cit.
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if he wonts to keep his position. '"^^
D. Changing conference boundaries would be o major problem.
This argument was also raised in the Allegheny Conference report. Wilkins
gives this account of the argument:
The idea of a change in conference boundaries. . .would affect
local churches, camp meetings, and would disperse the flock of God.
Conference boundaries. .. represent different standards of Christian
ethics, practice, and piety. To change such boundaries would mean
the loss of Bible standards, friendships, and confuse immortal souls.
Plus the fact that the district superintendent of the merged denomina
tions would limit the freedom of on evangelistic effort in the conference,
and o death blow to the conference publications [sic]. 1^6
E, Merger would mean lowered standards of membership.
Recalling the Wesleyan - Free Methodist negotiations, J. A. Treese wrote.
No church has merged without a loss to the standard of the church disci
pline. If you will look back and review the discipline prepared for a
previous merger you will find that this was very much in evidence, and
to dote we ore in no wise certain of what a new book of church low will
bring forth. 137
Treese went on to state the Proposed Discipline of 1955 "had no requirement
for church membership in regard to jewelry and dress," which is incorrect, 1^8
185wilkins, op. cit., pp, 56-57, citing the Allegheny Conference Commit
tee, "A Discussion of Church Merger between the Wesleyon Methodist Church and
the Pilgrim Holiness Church," 1959, pp, 13-14.
l^^Wilkins, op. cit., p, 54, citing the Allegheny Conference Committee
Report, pp. 18-22.
^^^Treese, loc. cit. Treese stated in o footnote that he was referring to the
proposed discipline issued in connection with the Wesleyan-Free Methodist consul
tations.
188|bid. See supra, p, 165,
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F. Merger would result in divisions and possibly schisms.
A minister wrote,
...there will no doubt be extensive injury to existing Church bodies
of The Wesleyan Methodist Church. Some hove already expressed in
tense feelings in this area of merger�not only on a local church basis
but on a conference-wide basis. Anything that would disrupt the
existing harmony we not enjoy os a denomination [sic], to me, would
be wrong,
G. Merger efforts divert attention from more Important tasks.
The Ohio Conference resolution said, "The loss of time and strength nec
essary for merger adjustments ... might better be used in advancing the cause of
Christ through our present organization. "140
Summary
Although other arguments were presented, the greatest concern of those
who oppose the Wesleyan-Pilgrim merger seems to be that merger may place the unit
ed church under on intolerant dictatorial church government�at least this is the
charge most frequently made. It is Interesting to note that every one of these argu
ments against merger was raised also against the Wesleyan - Free Methodist merger
in 1955, although of course some were stated differently, 1^1
Evaluation of the Merger Debate
The arguments favoring merger in this debate showed an attempt to deal
^^^Lockwood, loc. cit,
140 "Ohio Conference on Merger," loc. cit.
Supra, pp.l59-]73.
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specifically and in detail with the issues involved. Several writers tried to deal
specifically with objections to merger which hod been raised. The arguments were
generally well thought out, well informed, and free from broad generalizations
with no supporting evidence. In the judgment of the present writer, they present
0 considerably stronger cose for merger than did the arguments advanced for merger
in 1955.
There is a great deal of similarity, however, in the opposing arguments of
1955 and those of the current debate. Not only hove many of the some arguments
been raised that were advanced earlier, but they ore the some type of arguments.
Especially there is considerable unsupported generalization, emotion-laden language,
and inaccurate statements. The charge that the district superintendents would limit
the freedom of evangelistic efforts in the annual conference seems to be nothing but
unfounded polemics. Also, such terms as "errand boy," "death blow," and "surren
der" do not contribute to a rational evaluation of the actual issues involved.
Actually the arguments against merger appear basically to be arguments more
against change than against merger. They seem to represent the segment of the Wes
leyan Methodist Church that views any change from the status quo as o move in the
wrong direction.
It is impossible to know, of course, what effect the published merger debate
has hod and is having. The fact that sixty-six percent of the 1959 Wesleyan Metho
dist General Conference voted in favor of merger may suggest that most Wesleyans
have been able to see through the shallowness of some of the more extreme statements
mode against merger.
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One of the things that makes the task of those who oppose merger in 1966
more difficult than in 1955 is the lock of the episcopacy issue. Although at least
one writer has tried to revive the issue, 1^2 j^. rather difficult to moke o convinc
ing case that o merger of the Wesleyans with the Pilgrims would mean on episcopal
government since there are no bishops. This fact, of course, robs the "centraliza
tion of power" argument of much of its force.
It is significant that no general church officers hove written against the
merger, although some annual conference leaders hove.
A review of the two merger debates within Wesleyon Methodism� that just
prior to the 1955 General Conference and the current debate�presents a stronger
cose for and o weaker cose against merger than was true in the former debate.
VII, MAJOR OBSTACLES TO MERGER
As the Pilgrim Holiness and Wesleyan Methodist general conferences of 1966
approach, certain factors may be identified os being major obstacles to the consum
mation of union in 1966,
It may be observed first of all that certain factors do not appear to be major
obstacles to merger. In particular two factors noted in connection with other merger
attempts seem not to be major obstacles in the present cose. These are (1) differences
in polity and (2) difference in size.
In the first cose, the differences in polity between the two churches ore not
142su�ra, p, 265.
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significant enough to be major obstacles. Although differences in polity may on
occasion be cited os reasons against merger, it is likely that other underlying fac
tors are the real obstacles.
The size factor ploys no significant port because the two denominations are
numerically not greatly disparate. A comparison of the two churches in 1959
showed a "home" membership for the Wesleyans of 43,174 compared to 29,577 for
the Pilgrims, but the world membership was 46, 174 for the Wesleyans and 47,703
for the Pilgrims, and the Pilgrims seemed to be growing at o more rapid rote. Aver
age local church membership was forty-one for the Wesleyons and thirty-two for the
Pilgrims. The Yearbook of Ameri con Churches for 1966 gives a "home"member-
ship for the Wesleyans of 47,683 compared to 33, 165 for the Pilgrims, Since ap
parently it is the Wesleyans who ore more reticent toward merger, if the size factor
has any role in the final outcome of the merger it probably will work for it rather
than against it, on the assumption that the smaller party to a proposed merger tends
to be more hesitant to merge, other factors being equal.
In this instance, then, differences in polity and difference in size cannot
be considered major obstacles to merger.
Factors which may be major obstacles, though in varying degrees, ore four:
143Roy S. Nicholson, "A Comparative Study, The Wesleyan Methodist
Church and the Pilgrim Holiness Church," The Wesleyan Methodist, CXVI (March 18,
1959), p. 3.
144Benson Y. Landis (ed.). Yearbook of American Churches (New York:
National Council of the Churches of Christ in the U. S, A., 1966), pp. 207-208.
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(1) mutual ignorance, (2) fear of centralization of power, (3) fear of schism, and
(4) ecclesiocentrism.
Mutual Ignorance
Since not much has been written on this matter it is difficult to evaluate
how great on obstacle mutual ignorance may be at present. While one would ex
pect there to be considerable mutual ignorance, the Pilgrim vote in 1958^45
the Wesleyan vote in 1959 may suggest that this ignorance is not as significant o
factor as it apparently was in the Free Methodist - Wesleyan Methodist negotiations
of 1943-55. Also the geographic concentration of the two churches is in the same
general areas of the United States, which may tend to lessen mutual ignorance. '^6
Inasmuch as mutual ignorance is on unknown factor, however, it should be included
OS 0 possible ma{or obstacle to merger.
Fear of Centralization of Power
This is o factor existing among the Wesleyons, for reasons that hove been
dealt with in some detail in oi eorlierchopter of this study. '^7
As noted in Chapter IV, many Wesleyans view their church as onti-episcopal
and non-centralized, even though this is probably no longer a true picture of the
church since considerable centralization has developed through the years. j^l^ere
145supra, p. 231.
146Nicholson, "A Comparative Study...," loc. cit.
147supra, pp. 181-184. Cf. Wilkins, op. cit., p, 55.
148sugra, p, 184.
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is thus a somewhat unrealistic denominational self-image on the port of many Wes
leyonso
The closeness of the 1959 Wesleyan vote and the realization by on in
creasing number of Wesleyans of the need for a more effective central denomina
tional government may indicate that the feor of centralization may be gradually
passing. It was noted earlier in this chapter that some Wesleyan leaders expect a
strengthening of central denominational authority whether or not merger takes
place, 149 Also, in the published articles favoring merger a stronger central gov
ernment was called for.
But recently organized opposition to any further centralization of power has
developed within the Wesleyan Methodist Church. In April, 1966, a newly-formed
"Society for the Preservation of Primitive Wesleyan Methodism" issued a "Manifesto
and Constitution" which stated as a primary point.
We are unalterably opposed to and cannot cooperate with any further
abridgments of our constitutional form of government. We consider
the relentless move to a centralized and arbitrary character of govern
ment, that in our own historical context was considered to be justi
fiable grounds for separation from the parent body, os reason for us to
do so today. 1^1
Rather than withdrawing from the church, however, this group is seeking to
remain in the church and prevent any further changes. Although the merger consid
eration is not mentioned in the Manifesto, the significance of this development for
149supra, p. 245. 150supra, p. 259-260.
151Manifesto and Constitution of the Society for the Preservation of Primi
tive Wesleyan Methodism (N. p. : n. n., n. dTf.
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merger is obvious.
There would appear to be little chance that this new society could ac
tually prevent changes in WM polity. The threat to merger is that some who favor
merger may refrain from voting for merger for feor this new development may de
velop into 0 schism,
Feor of Schism
This factor, again, appears not to be as potent among the Wesleyans in
1966 OS it was in 1955, Developments since 1955 hove demonstrated that the Wes
leyans ore going to have the problem of possible schism, merger or no merger. Fur
ther, there is some indication that there is less readiness to leave the church over
the merger issue in some conferences today than there was in 1955, Whereas there
was rather widespread feor in 1955 that large numbers would leave the church in the
event of merger, the attitude today seems to be more one of loyalty to the church,
even if merger should take place. The strongly anti-merger resolution of the Ohio
Conference in 1965 concluded,
, , o though we do not approve of the merger, . , , in the event that o
sufficient number of our brethren, ., vote favorably for the some, we
wish to declare ourselves loyal to our denomination and to assure oil
concerned of our cooperation in making the necessary adjustments to
effect such a merger for the glory of God, 152
In other words, some conferences most strongly opposed to merger�as, for
example, the Allegheny Conference�may in time leave the denomination anyhow.
152"Ohlo Conference on Merger," loc, cit.
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while otfier conferences opposed io the merger ore pledging their loyalty to the
church.
It seems, then, that while feor of schism is a major obstacle to merger, os
indicated in the merger debate, for moment it is a less potent factor than in
1955 and 1959,
Ecclesiocentrism
Considering the 1958 Pilgrim vote and the tone of the Wesleyan opposition
to merger os shown in the merger debate, it seems warranted to conclude that the
Wesleyan Methodist Church is more ecclesiocentric than is the Pilgrim Holiness
Church� in other words, the Wesleyons tend to be more self-satisfied denomina
tionally and less open to denominational change. In this regard, at least, they seem
to be more sectarian than the Pilgrims.
This ecclesiocentric attitude, it con be assumed, is o major obstacle to
merger in that it lies behind and re-enforces other obstacles to merger. Without a
systematic study of the extent of ecclesiocentrism in the two churches it is impossible
to know how great on obstacle this is in 1966, however.
As to the comparative sectness of the Wesleyans and the Pilgrims, this too
would require further study to ascertain. Though one frequently hears it alleged that
the Pilgrims ore more sectarian than the Wesleyans, the Pilgrims' greater openness to
merger seems to point in the other direction. In the judgment of this writer the Wes
leyons, on balance, ore probably more sectarian in denominational character today
153 Supra, p. 268.
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than are the Pilgrims, although the opposite may hove been true not many years
154
ago.
'^"^
Summary
The major obstacles to a merger of the f'ilgrim Holiness Church and the
Wesleyan Methodist Church in 1966 appear to be (1) mutual ignorance, (2) fear
of centralization of power, (3) fear of schism, and (4) ecclesiocentrism. It can
not be predicted what role each of these will ploy in the general conferences of
1966, Should merger fail to be approved in 1966, however, it will probably be
basically because of the operation of one or more of these factors within the Wes
leyan Methodist Church,
VIII, PROSPECTS
The picture presented in this chapter of the pending Pilgrim Holiness -
Wesleyan Methodist merger indicates the problems involved in attempting o merger
of the two churches. What ore the prospects for the future?
Three factors seem to warrant o guarded optimism concerning the 1966 gen
eral conference votes on the merger question. These are: (1) the closeness of the
Wesleyan vote in 1959, (2) the seeming reduction in the potency of the major ob
stacles to merger, and (3) the over-oil sect-to-church movement of the two denomi
nations.
154see suggestions for further study along this line, infra, p, 371,
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If merger negotiations and the merger debate proceed smoothly and ra
tionally on up to the general conferences, it is almost certain that these two church
es will vote to merge, in the judgment of the present writer. However should the
opposition be able to raise o highly emotional issue before or during the Wesleyan
General Conference, particularly one that would play on fears of episcopacy or cen
tralization or fear of schism, the merger plans could be upset.
The formation of the Society for the Preservation of Primitive Wesleyan
Methodism could provide such on issue. Its Manifesto implies those in the society
might leave the Wesleyan Methodist Church if there is further centralization of
power, and o merger might well be interpreted as such o centralization.
There is, therefore, a great deal of uncertainty as to the outcome of the
merger vote in 1966, particularly concerning the Wesleyan vote.
But the long-range perspective should not be lost sight of. The operation
of long-range factors, and particularly the sect-to-church movement encouraged by
ecumenical trends and the development of moss culture, 1^5 Qfe ultimately of more
importance than the more immediate factors. Therefore, even if the 1966 votes fail
of the require majorities, the merger question will not be dead. It might be a period
of years would pass before negotiations were resumed, but it seems likely that both
the Wesleyan Methodists and the Pilgrim Holiness Church will eventually merge With
one or more other holiness churches, and not improbably with each other.
155Supra, pp. 51-54, 62-65.
CHAPTER VII
UNITY AND THE HOLINESS CHURCHES: BASIC PROBLEMS
One of the purposes of this study, as given in the Introduction, is to iden
tify and analyze those factors which work against unity among the holiness church
es. This task is the particular focus of the present chapter.
Specifically, the purpose here is to suggest those basic factors which tend
to keep the NHA churches opart and those factors which may be expected to arise
OS basic issues in future merger negotiations involving the holiness churches.
The discussion in this chapter is based both on the material already pre
sented concerning merger attempts involving holiness churches (Chapters IV, V, and
VI) and on additional reading on the general problem of church unity. Thus factors
which hove been seen as basic in the merger attempts studied in this thesis, and addi
tional basic factors which have arisen in other mergers and merger attempts not in
volving holiness churches, ore discussed here.
Nine specific basic problems ore presented and analyzed in the following
pages. These are: (1) doctrine, (2) prudentials, (3) polity, (4) institutionalism,
(5) ecclesiocentrism, (6) socio-economic differences, (7) mutual ignorance and
prejudice, (8) comparative size, and (9) danger of schism.
Difference in degree of sectness has not been included as a basic issue be
cause of the breadth of this factor. There are doubtless significant differences in the
sectarian chorocter of the NHA denominations. These differences however will be
rather completely covered in discussing the nine factors listed above. The relation
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of these specific factors to the sect-church continuum will be noted where it seems
particularly appropriate to do so.
These factors deserve further study and any one could be the subject of a
detailed investigation as to the extent of its significance for the question of unity
and the holiness churches. ^
I. DOCTRINE
In the merger negotiations studied in the previous three chapters it was
seen that doctrine was on issue of relatively minor importance. This was to be ex
pected since it is agreement in doctrine which has drown these churches together
into the Notional Holiness Association. It con be hypothesized therefore that in
future merger negotiations involving NHA churches, doctrine will not be the deter
mining factor.
To the extent that doctrine may be a factor in future negotiations, it is
probable the issues will involve such questions as baptism and millennial views,
since no particular position on such issues is required for NHA membership. Thus
in the Evangelical Methodist - United Missionary negotiations differences in the
doctrine of baptism were noted.
According to Troeltsch, o strong emphasis on eschotology is a characteris
tic of sects, 3 and this seems to be borne out in the history of the holiness sects. It
'See Chapter X, infra, p. 367 ff. ^Suppg, p. 278.
3 Ernst Troeltsch, The Social Teachings of the Christian Churches, trans.
Olive Wyon (New York: The Macmillan Company, 1949), I, 339.
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is significant that several of the holiness groups specifically endorse pre-millen
nialism, and that this emphasis on pre-millennialism seems to be fading as the
holiness denominations move away from sectarianism toward the church-type, and
toward greater similarity with each othero^ This suggests that millennial views will
be of decreasing significance os factors in merger considerations as time passes.
Doctrine then will probably not be the determining factor in future merger
attempts among the NHA churches. It cannot be assumed, however, that NHA
churches will seek merger only with other NHA churches. The United Missionary
Church has conducted negotiations with the Missionary Church Association and oth
er NHA churches hove negotiated with non-NHA denominations, as noted in Chop-
5
ter ill. A merger of the Free Methodist Church with the Evangelical Covenant
Church, not strictly a holiness church, has been proposed. ^ In such coses doctrine
could well be an issue of major importance.
lU PRUDENTIALS
Most of the holiness churches have established certain standards of conduct
to which all those who join the church are expected to adhere. Generally these
standards ore concerned with individual dress, amusements, indulgences, and offil-
�^Supro, pp. 51-54, ^^iEIS' PP- 72-74.
^Personal conversation with Edward C, John, Bishop of the Free Methodist
Church, held ot Dallas, Texas, April 13, 1966. An official approach was mode to
the Free Methodists by representatives of the Evangelical Covenant Church, It is
doubtful thot this contact will lead to actual merger negotiations, however.
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iations. It Is common for instance to find restrictions prohibiting membership in
fraternal orders and forbidding the use of tobacco and alcoholic beverages. One
section of the "Church Covenant" of the Pilgrim Holiness Church requires members
to promise "to avoid worldly amusement, such as dances, shows, theatres, horse
races, promiscuous bathing, and all gomes and places where there is gambling, "^
Others of the NHA churches ore less specific, but some statement of standards of
conduct is common.
These standards often include also promises to support the church by at
tendance and finances.
Differences in such standards between the NHA churches ore sufficient to
make the matter o possible issue in future merger negotiations. As noted in earlier
chapters of this thesis, the matter was on issue in the United Missionary - Evangeli
cal Methodist negotiations^ and to a lesser extent in Free Methodist - Wesleyan
Methodist negotiations, ^
The matter of standards of Christian conduct is here considered under the
term "prudentials," This is felt to be a fitting term because it suggests that these
standards ore considered by the churches as minimal standards which it is prudent to
uphold OS helps to personal godliness. It is the purpose of this discussion neither to
attack or defend the imposition of such standards, but only to consider the role these
prudentials ploy in the matter of unity,
^Manual of the Pilgrim Holiness Church (Indianapolis: The Pilgrim Pub
lishing House, 1962), Sec, 30,
8Supra, p, 215,' 9supra, pp, 120-122, 145, 165,
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Stated prudentials of the Christian life may be expected to be factors in
future merger considerations not only because holiness churches differ in this re
gard, but also because denominational attitudes toward these prudentials ore shift
ing. As sects move toward churches, pietistic standards begin to break down.
This has been happening, especially recently, within the holiness movement.
Most members of smaller holiness churches ore very much owore that many of the
more radical restrictions on personal conduct ore honored today more in the breach
than in the observance. This trend is viewed with alarm by some elements in the
holiness churches and with approval by others. 1^
If post merger attempts be token as indicators, it con be expected that
future mergers will bring a de-emphosis on prudentials. It seems likely that merging
churches will agree on statements of basic principles which should govern a Chris
tian's life rather than formulating lists of specific enforceable rules,
In summary, it can be expected that denominational differences in pruden
tials will arise as o basic issue in future negotiations, but that solutions will be
found to such problems which will result in o de-emphosis on prudentials,
I^Liston Pope, Millhands and Preachers, A Study of Gastonia (New Haven:
Yale University Press, 1942), pp. 119, 122-123.
II Supra, pp, 107 (footnote 54), 120.
I^When dissident elements within the holiness churches charge their church
is becoming "liberal," they usually ore referring to lack of observance of the stated
prudentials of the church, not to doctrinal laxity, A small group of ministers who in
December, 1965, withdrew from the Free Methodist Church cited "worldliness" in
personol living in the church as a primary reason for their action (Untitled pamphlet
issued by eighteen ministers of the Free Methodist Church in December, 1965).
I^Cf. the handling of this issue in the Free Methodist - Wesleyan Metho-
111. POLITY
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The analysis of the three merger attempts given in this study clearly shows
that o basic problem in the matter of unity among the holines,s churches is differ
ences in polity and the attendant attitudes concerning polity.
Polity, of course, raises the whole question of institutionalism, Institu
tionalism as such will be dealt with presently; the focus here is on differing forms
of church government as o factor in the unity question.
Forms of polity among churches affiliated with the NHA range from the
modified Congregationalism of the Evangelical Methodist Church and others to the
modified episcopacy of the Free Methodist Church and the military government of
the Solvation Army, Although these differences ore very real, they do not appear
to be extreme; as noted in Chapter 11, there is o growing similarity in church gov
ernment in the United States,
Previous merger attempts among holiness churches suggest that polity itself
is not as much a barrier to merger as ore attitudes toward certain types of govern
ment. With study, joint commissions con resolve problems of polity so as to provide
a workable form of government and yet not depart radically from the form previousi)
known by the merging groups. The problem is to convince the denominational con
stituencies of the wisdom of the proposed polity and that it is not a radical deportur
from what they have known,
dist merger proposal (supra, pp, 120-122, 145) and the United Missionary - Evan
gelical Methodist proposal (supra, pp, 215-216),
I^Supro, p. 52.
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Considering the changes which are taking place in contemporary Ameri
can culture and in the Church generally, it would seem to this writer to be wiser
to begin, in merger talks, with formulating some basic over-all principles upon
which the polity of the merged church would be built, rather than uncritically ac
cepting oil features of the merging churches which ore identical and then making as
few additional adjustments as possible to solve the differences. In other words, it
would be better to begin with the question, "What form of church government
would be most effective in carrying out the mission of the church in contemporary
society?" rather than the question, "At what points do we agree and disagree?"
But both questions, of course, need to be asked.
The problem with this suggested approach is that it runs the risk of creating
the impression too much is being given up, if the choice must be mode, it is proba
bly better to merge with o less- than- ideal polity than to develop on especially ef
fective polity but fail to merge.
The experience of holiness denominations which hove attempted merger and
the developing homogeneity of institutional forms in contemporary society suggest
that polity is one of the more basic problems in the unity problem but that polity
will be of decreosing cruciality as time passes and will not be on insurmountable ob
stacle to union when a sufficiently broad will to unite has developed,
IV. INSTITUTIONALISM
"Institution" is a broader word than "polity," including in its scope not
only church government but all established ways of doing things, "Institution" hos
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been defined as "a definite and established structure, built around and sustaining
one or more social functions, and characterized by such traits as durability, per
sistence, and stability. Thus Institution
...is obviously a phenomenon to be found virtually everywhere in
the life of the Church. Preaching and administration of the sacra
ments, worship and ministry, creedol statements, missions and moral
conduct, may thus be termed Institutions or be sold to possess insti
tutional aspects. 16
The Church, and oil churches, always hove their institutional aspects,
therefore. While the Church as the Body of Christ is unique, it is of necessity o
human community also and os such has the same characteristics and institutional
problems os do other social groups. 1^
This is true for the holiness churches as well. These churches ore social
institutions; they behave from the human standpoint much as other social institutions
do. The history of the holiness movement as sketched in Chapter 11 shows that holi
ness groups have been no more immune to social Influences than hove
other denomi
nations. 18
The three basic problems for the unity of the holiness churches already dls-
I^NIls Ehrenstrom, "The Quest for Ecumenical Institutionalization," ]n-
stitutionalism and Church Unity, Nils Ehrenstrom and Walter G. Muelder, editors
(New York: Association Press, 1963), p. 27.
16ibld. ^^[kil"' P" 25.
18No attempt here is mode to enter into a full scale theoretical discussion
of Institutionalism as manifested In the holiness churches, A rather detailed inves
tigation of the various institutional factors of church unity, which is relevant
to hol
iness as well OS other churches, is found in Ehrenstrom and Muelder, Institutionalism
and Church Unity, p. 160.
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cussed in this chapter�doctrine, prudentials, and polity�all hove their institu
tional ospectSo The focus of the immediate discussion however is on institutional
ism OS on obstacle to unity and union as seen particularly in the matter of polity
and church bureaucracy. In other words, institutionalism is narrowed here to the
institutional problems for union in the governmental and organizational structures of
the denominations.
Institutional problems of this type often ore not obvious on the surface;
also they may not be encountered until some commitment to merge has actually been
mode. Procedures for merging departments and offices ore likely not to be formu
lated until there is some certainty that merger will be consummated. And even as
such problems do arise, they naturally seldom ore broadcast to the whole church.
For these reasons in the foregoing chapters it has not been possible to deal
with institutionalism as a basic problem in merger negotiations except in its more
overt, obvious manifestation in structured denominational polity. The present dis
cussion is based, however, on the assumption that since holiness churches ore social
institutions, basic institutional problems which hove been discovered to affect church
unity generally ore also problems for the unity of the holiness churches. The prob
lems of bureaucracy generally ore also the problems of a church bureaucracy, and
problems of church bureaucracy ore the problems of the bureaucracy of a holiness
church,
Institutionalism and Tradition
The older a church, the more institutionalism may stand in the way of union
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and cooperation with other groupso A long tradition of doing things a certain way
tends to give o church not only stability but also inflexibility. It can be seen even
within the holiness movement that it is often churches which have merged in the
post, and thus hove had to reorganize the church bureaucracy, which seem most
ready to merge again. Walter G. Muelder has noted in this connection:
Administrative church bodies with long histories, procedures
laden with custom, and incongruent with respect to each other in
range of goals and responsibilities, offer formidable problems in
negotiating mergers. There is often a blindness to needed change,
a trained incapacity to sense new needs, inadequate flexibility in
the adaptation of skills to changing conditions, occupational psy
choses whereby personnel develop special preferences, antipathies,
discriminations, and emphases not adapted to social reality, a fix
ation on goals and objectives however obsolescent, on excessive
conformity to prescribed patterns which hove become routinized,
and o transference of sentiments and motivations from the aims of the
organization to the particular details of behavior required by rules and
rubrics. 19
No particular perversity but merely common humanity need be assumed to
account for such tendencies. In varying degrees, some of these tendencies certain
ly ore hindering and will continue to hinder the progress of further unity among the
holiness churches.
The paralysis of tradition has mode cooperative ventures between the holi
ness churches slow in coming, but the new extent of cooperation among these church
es noted in Chapter III, particularly in publishing, is at least o beginning in the
direction of broadening the horizons of these churches.
19Walter G. Muelder, "Probl ems of Church Bureaucracy," Institutionalism
and Church Unity, p. 160.
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Instltut-ionalism and Denominational Differences
Bureaucratic institutionalism also tends to accentuate differences between
denominations. Administrative organization reflects certain basic characteristics
of the church; the size and focus of the different departments tell something about
the character of the church. The difference between the way the department of
evangelism of one church is organized and the way the department of evangelism
of another church is organized may reveal some basic differences between the two
churches which do not appear on the surface. Says Muelder,
Bureaucratic organization intensifies the contrasting differences
among denominations with respect to the sense of mission, the style
of life, and the focus of program. Moreover, class status is reflected
in the operations of an administrative staff. Churches differ greatly
in all these factors. The amount of energy and concern which denomi
nations devote to the world mission of the Church varies considerably
and is reflected in the size and scope of mission board activity. In
some cases they ore controlled directly by the denomination. Analo
gous problems arise with respect to education, social action, pensions,
and so on.^O
Since these ore problems which are not immediately apparent when merger
talks ore first initiated they may cause negotiations to bog down as time goes on.
Once the actual task of combining totally separated programs and agencies begins,
a new awareness of the scope of the problems comes into focus.
This new awareness may either slow down the progress toward union or
merely cause the negotiations to become increasingly realistic.
Initially unrealized differences, then, ore on institutional problem which
20lbid., p. 161.
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Is likely to emerge In future ottempts to unite holiness churches.
Vested Interests
As church bureoucrocles develop and programs ore Inltigted and promoted.
It Is natural that the personnel Involved become closely attached to their own pro
grams. Generally ". . . staff persons tend to feel a proprietory Interest In por-
tlculor programs that they hove created, nursed, and brought Into wide use.' .
Such vested Interests create problems for church union. If a merger pro
posal colls for the elimination of a particular program, or for its merging into ano
ther program of the other denomination, the opposition of staff personnel may be
encountered. As Muelder notes, "Bureaus and bureaucrats hove a tendency to
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protect the interests assigned to them In their terms of reference,
' On the other
hand, out-doted or overlapping programs may unjustifiably becontlnued In the unit
ed church in order to forestall such opposition.
Even within the holiness churches this may be a more important and crucial
problem than is generally recognized. While it Is natural for church officials to
try to protect their own departmental interests. It may be rather awkward to do so
publicly. Therefore some secondary aspect of a merger proposal may consciously or
unconsciously be seized upon as the point of attack. Debate may therefore center
upon other factors than those which ore of most basic importance. An executive in
21james M. Gustofson, "The United Church of Christ in America: Ac
tualizing o Church Union," Institutionalism and Church Unity, p. 337,
22Muelder, op. cit., p. 158,
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one holiness denomination remarked candidly, "The things that keep us opart ore
the things we aren't willing to talk obouto"
It is possible however that increasing cooperation among the holiness
churches will prepare the way for the merging of denominational programs and thus
reduce the cruciality of this foctor.
Excess Personnel
A closely related institutional problem subject to similar subtle pressures
OS noted above is the almost inevitable problem of excess personnel when merger is
consideredo Frequently the problem is handled by instituting o transition period
with larger-thon-normal boards and other temporary adjustments, as was proposed in
the Free Methodist - Wesleyan Methodist merger attempt.
This problem is one which will be especially severe if multi-denominational
mergers ore attempted within the holiness movement in the future. Stewardship of
finances and manpower will require perhaps painful provisions for preventing a top-
heavy bureaucracy; it is doubtful that in such a cose o position could be found for
everyone without over-organization.
It is impossible to estimate, of course, to what extent opposition to merger
might come from concern over this problem.
Problem of Established Programs
Another institutional problem closely related to vested interests has to do
23lbid., pp. 161-162. 24Supra, p. 149.
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with the problem of established programs. Even when staff personnel ore thorough
ly committed to union, there remains the fact that many on-going programs ore in
operation. As noted previously in the discussion of polity, merger agreements tend
to be arrived ot through making as few adjustments as possible rather than deduc
tively from basic principles to practical application. Something similar usually
takes place the next step down, in the realm of on-going programs:
When churches ore to be integrated the primary question is
likely to be not what the mind of Christ means for the structure of
administration, nor what pattern of administration immediately cor
responds to the theoretical political organization of the church, but
how to allocate effectively the available personnel and resources in
order to expedite certain tasks to which the churches ore committed.
Since they hove ongoing programs, the churches ore reluctant to
change the machinery which these programs hove required for imple
mentation. There is likely to be absence of any euphoria or enthus
iasm about a projected church union, because the staffs of the re
spective denominations are always deeply involved in their given com
mitments. The process of unification may therefore be quite bothersome
to these staffs. 25
Though this may be less of o problem in smaller denominations, it yet con
be expected to be o port of the problem of institutionalism which will confront unity
moves among the holiness churches in the future.
Institutionalism and Over-All Purpose
Institutionalism presents a problem for church unity in another way. The
fragmentation necessitated by departmentalization tends to break down the sense of
over-all purpose within o denomination, and this problem is compounded when merg-
25Muelder, op, cit., p. 161,
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er occurso A denomination should hove a sense of world mission, but various
bureaus with their limited, specialized goals may actually work against this. This
is o factor which should be taken into consideration in the event of future moves
toward unity among the holiness churches in order that any merged church or com
bination of churches may move with a sense of unified purpose and mission. ^6
Institutionalism and the Transition Period
These and other institutional factors suggest the need for merger negotia
tors to plan for adequate time for the transition from two churches to one. For,
according to Muelder,
Many of the details of administration and polity ore subject to pro
cesses and procedures as characteristic of politics and the market
place as they ore of the Church and they are governed not only by
theological convictions and traditions but by cultural factors which
ore deeply intertwined with them�27
Most of these institutional problems ore unavoidable where church unity is
involved, and it seems inevitable that these factors which hove been pointed out by
students in the field of religious institutionalism will be prominent in future moves
toward unity among the holiness churches.
V, ECCLESIOCENTRISM
The term ecclesiocentrism has been used in this study to designate on atti
tude of denominational self-centeredness in which on individual views his as the
26|bid,, pp. 158-159. 27|bid,, p. 162.
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best church and all others os in varying degrees inferior to his own.^^ Presumably
a higher ecclesiocentric church would be one in which a majority of the members
were characterized by on attitude of blind loyalty to their church and a negative,
prejudiced view toward other churches. The extreme of the ecclesiocentric church
would be the denomination which considers itself the one true Church of God. It
has been suggested earlier that high ecclesiocentrism may be o characteristic of the
sect-type of religious group, "^^
It con be assumed that the NHA denominations, by virtue of their affilia
tion with such an interdenominational organization, are not ecclesiocentric to the
extreme of considering that any one of them is the only true Church, While it is
possible that some of these groups may believe the holiness churches to be the only
true Church, yet it was noted in Chapter III that many of these denominations also
30belong to the Notional Association of Evangelicals.
The seeming role of ecclesiocentrism in the Evangelical Methodist - United
31Missionary merger attempt has been discussed in Chapter V. The present discus
sion attempts in o tentative way to analyze this factor as a basic problem in the
larger context of unity and the holiness churches.
In unity moves, ecclesiocentrism seems to manifest itself primarily in two
ways: (1) as on unwillingness of a denomination to give up its identity and (2) as o
denomination's fear that purity or spiritual vitality would be lessened through merg-
28Supra, p. 210,
80Supra, p. 76.
29Supra, p. 211,
3 1 Supra, pp. 210-212,
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er� in other words, that the other party to a proposed merger is spiritually inferior.
It was the first of these that was explicitly a factor in the Evangelical
Methodist - United Missionary negotiations, as noted. While one might presume
that the some factor operates less obviously within other NHA denominations, with
out further research into this specific problem it is possible here only to suggest this
aspect of ecclesiocentrism as a probable basic problem in unity among the holiness
churches.
The second way ecclesiocentrism seems to operate in unity moves is as a fear
of loss of purity, it is that factor referred to by Dr. Paul L. Kindschi when he once
remarked concerning the failure of two holiness churches to unite, "We can't seem to
get the cloak of unity on over our wings.
'
While this specific factor does not appear on the surface in the merger de
bates noted in this study, it may be implicit in statements which point out the dif
ferences between the two parties to a proposed merger. It is possible to feel a major
threat to one's denomination is the loss of spiritual purity, real or imagined, and
such an attitude naturally would lead to fear whenever the possibility of merger was
suggested.
Ecclesiocentrism is not a problem limited to the holiness churches, however.
Aspects of this problem hove been noted in merger attempts in major Protestantism.
32supra, p. 209-211.
33paul L. Kindschi, in the opening remarks of a sermon at ^ring Arbor,
Michigan, some years ago, which the present writer heard.
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An example is the unsuccessful American Baptist - Disciples of Christ merger con
versations which, in the opinion of Franklin E� Rector, "were frustrated almost en
tirely by institutional rather than theological factors, and a psychological climate
of extreme denominational feor and insecurity," Such fear and insecurity would
seem to be on expression of ecclesiocentrism.
Assuming that oil denominations ore more or less ecclesiocentric, it may
be well to note at this point that public merger debate con ploy on the ecclesio
centrism of a denominational constituency to the detriment of merger negotiations.
Gibson Winter in his discussion of Presbyterian- ^iscopol ion merger negotiations
notes the following, which may be somewhat parallel especially to Free Methodist -
Wesleyan Methodist negotiations described in Chapter IV:
Two consequences have, ,, been attributed to public debate on
the union of these bodies: (1) growing anxiety which issues in a sense
of undue haste in the negotiations; (2) a dawning sense of being en
tangled in something which one has not clearly understood or antici
pated. These two consequences ore damaging to' negotiation, however
necessary such tension may be at some later stage in the process,
^5
According to Winter, in these negotiations many Episcopalians "felt that
further negotiation meant deeper commitment" as a result of public debate on the
question. �
Among the NHA churches, it would appear the Pilgrim Holiness Church is
^^Fronklin E. Rector, "Baptist-Disciple Conversations Toward Unity,"
Institutionalism and Church Unity, p, 273,
35Gibson Winter, "Presbyterian-Episcopalian Negotiations,
" Institu
tionalism and Church Unity, p, 318.
36|bid.
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one of the least ecclesiocentric, even though it may be, over-all,more sect-type
than, for instance, the Wesleyan Methodist Church. ^7 Their apparent willingness
to merge as shown by previous mergers and by the 1958 General Conference vote
on merger with the Wesleyans would seem to indicate less ecclesiocentrism. 38 The
reason for this may be the fact that mergers seem to precipitate mergers. This ap
parently was true in the formation of the United Church of Canada in 1925. A
pamphlet circulated prior to this three-way union pointed out that each of the unit
ing groups, Methodists, Presbyterians, and Congregational ists, hod merged several
times. 39
Thus 0 tradition of successful union which undercut the more rigid
claims of denominationalism and demonstrated to the lay public the
effectiveness of union was o not insignificant factor in paving the way
for the merger in 1925.40
In summary, ecclesiocentrism appears to be a basic problem in the question
of unity and the holiness churches, particularly as it shows itself in an unwilling
ness to give up denominational identity and a fear of compromising existing purity.
It is a factor which has been observed in unity moves outside the holiness movement,
and it is o factor which may be influenced by mergers in the bockground of a denom
ination.
Supra, p, 275,
88Supra, pp, 70, 231.
39w. E, Mann, "The Canadian Church Union, 1925," Insti tution ol ism
and Church Unity, p, 176.
40|bid.
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VI. SOCIO-ECONOMIC DIFFERENCES
Another very complicated area of basic problem in the question of unity
and holiness churches deserving more detailed specific study than con be given
here has to do with the socio-economic differences between the holiness churches.
Although students in the sociology of religion hove mode studies of socio-economic
differences between denominations, to the present writer's knowledge no study of
socio-economic differences in the holiness movement has been undertaken.^l
It may be assumed that socio-economic differences affect unity moves in
several ways. The relation between socio-economic standing and sect-church char
acteristics has been noted elsewhere In this study. 42 Also, socio-economic differ
ences may account for differences in patterns of worship, type of church music, and
other institutional aspects of the church. As Frederick A, Shippey, professor of the
sociology of religion in the Theological and Graduate Schools of Drew University,
notes, "Institutions are tied into on operating social system. As such, they become
bearers of culture. Dr. Berndt Gustofsson, head of the Institute of Sociology of
Religion in Stockholm, Sweden, elaborates on the some point, noting that
...social classes con to a high degree institutionalize the roles within
a religious organization. Some churches are more institutionalized
41 See the suggestion for further study along this line in Chapter X,
infra, p. 372,
^^Supro, p, 15,
^^Frederick A. Shippey, "institution and Church in the North
American Situation," Institutionalism and Church Unity, p. 64,
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by the upper classes in their patterns of attitudes and roles, others
by the lower classes. Conflicts between different churches ore
sometimes also conflicts between class attitudes and class manners. 44
Although it is not known precisely to what extent this description fits the
holiness churches, there ore certain differences between these churches which may
hove socio-economic roots. Thus a denominational official recently remarked that
two of the holiness churches might find a major obstacle to union to be different
tastes and standards in church music.
Since socio-economic differences constitute on underlying factor which
cannot objectively be analyzed without certain specific data, it is conjectural
what role such differences may hove played in the merger attempts considered in
this study. It seems likely, however, that it was socio-economic differences which
underlay much of the feeling of "local incompatibility" occasionally referred to by
opponents of merger. ^6
Yet socio-economic status is not something that is uniform across any one
denomination. In the holiness denominations, the distance between extremes within
one denomination may be greater than any basic difference between two of the
denominations. 47 But within a particular community two holiness churches might
44Berndt Gustofsson, "Types of Religious Institutionalization," Institu
tionalism and p. 128.
^^This remark was reported to the writer in infomnal conversation on
April 14, 1966.
46Supra, pp. 160, 264.
47This point was mode by Dr. Paul L. Kindschi in on address to the No
tional Holiness Association, meeting in Dallas, Texas, April 13, 1966.
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be considerably different socio-economicolly�and therefore in other ways as well.
Socio-economic differences, then, may be considered a basic problem in
the unity of the holiness churches, o problem worthy of further study and evalua
tion.
VII. MUTUAL IGNORANCE AND PREJUDICE
It has been noted at various points throughout this study that the holiness
denominations tend to be rather ignorant of each other at the local level. ^8 That
is to soy, a local church of one denomination may know there is another holiness
church in town, but it may be almost totally ignorant of the character of that church.
Further, such knowledge as is known is often partial and therefore tends to build a
prejudiced view toward the other church. This factor, and on attempt to do some
thing about it, were noted in the account of the Free Methodist - Wesleyan Metho
dist negotiations. 49
Mutual ignorance and the accompanying prejudice, then, appear to be
basic problems in the matter of the unity of the holiness churches. In future moves
toward unity it would be well, therefore, if the role of these factors were carefully
evaluated.
An obvious avenue toward the solution of this problem would seem to be
interdenominational cooperative activities, such as the Inter-church Fellowship held
48See especially supra, pp, 94-97, 135-127, 272.
49supra, pp, 135-137.
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by the Free Methodists and Wesleyans in 1946. Such attempts probably have
their value, but such cooperative endeavor and even a measure of enthusiasm do
not guarantee the success of a unity move. Franklin E, Rector, describing the
unsuccessful American Baptist - Disciples of Christ merger attempt, notes the great
extent of cooperation between these two denominations during the period of nego
tiation before the vote to discontinue tol ks was token:
The most promising and fruitful period of Baptist-Disciple con
versation toward unity flourished and waned in the three years between
1947 and 1950. The period extends from the conventions of the two
bodies which raised the status of their joint committees to that of Joint
Commissions, to the 1950 Baptist Convention in Boston which reversed
the 1949 vote of approval of the timetable leading to decisive con
sideration and a possible vote on merger.
In this period of time the work of the Joint Commission was organ
ized and its subcommittees produced favorable results in their assign
ments to explore the possibility of union. Considerable enthusiasm was
raised among both Baptist and Disciple congregations, and literally
hundreds of pulpit exchanges were arranged between their pastors.
College and seminary youth groups entered into several ventures of
united fellowship, and the ultimate union of the two denominations
was promoted by these groups. Ministerial fellowship and Bible study
retreats were sponsored with considerable response from both denomina
tions. Worship and study aids were produced and published jointly. On
the local level, at least six united churches were formed by former Bap
tist and Disciple congregations, and the matter was discussed and studied
in other places, nearly all these being east of the Mississippi River.
Simultaneous state conventions of Baptists and Disciples were held in
Nebraska, Illinois, and Pennsylvania, a joint visitation and evangelism
program was carried on in Cleveland; and there was considerable co
operation between the two groups in many scattered cities and associations.
In the face of all this progress toward unity and cooperation, however,
severe opposition was spreading among many local churches, particularly
in the Midwest and West. 51
50Supra, pp, 104-105,
5lRector, op, cit,, pp. 263-264.
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The apparent significance of the geographical factor In the above account
should serve as o warning that cooperation between two denominations should be
distributed fairly evenly throughout the churches if union is to be successful.
It may also be noted here that forms of organized interdenominational
cooperation short of actual merger may be effective in breaking down mutual ig
norance and prejudice. To get denominations cooperating at on associational level
may prepare the way for cooperation in a more Intimate way. Thus the Notional
Holiness Association has fostered Interest in a holiness federation and such a fed
eration could lead to a multi-denominational merger, ^2 Muelder notes how such
a process works in regard to councils of churches, and presumably something simi
lar occurs with other types of interdenominational cooperative attempts:
The council provides for the maximum autonomy of the various church
bureaucracies, and for the least risk to denominational life while
patterns of co-operation and ecumenicity ore being explored and formed.
Obvious practical areas of co-operation can be developed on a piece
meal basis, while denominational bureaucracies ore left largely intact,,,.
As a council of churches grows it develops its own specializations
and bureaucratic structure. The churches participating in the new
conciliar patterns begin to modify their practices. Just as the plura
listic bureaus of the churches shape the institutional growth of the
councils in the first Instances, so the conciliar process in time modi
fies the bureaucratic structure and scope of the churches,
,,, Radio, television, journalism, the preparation of church school
materials, approaches to government, lobbying, strategies of social work,
policies on church-state questions in education and welfare� these ore
o few of the areas in which bureaucratic development in ecumenical
bodies tends to modify and moke more uniform the corresponding boards
and commissions of the denominations. All this con be and is done with
out radically challenging the doctrinal distinctiveness or the theological
foundations of the polity of churches. ^3
52Supra, p. 8 Iff,
53Muelder, o�. cM-. , pp, 162-163.
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In other words. Interdenominational cooperation, while allowing the de
nominations to remain autonomous, brings about bureaucratic changes which moke
further unitive moves easier.
Vlll, COMPARATIVE SIZE
Comparative denominational size, as noted with reference to merger at
tempts considered in this study, appears to be a basic factor in union considera
tions. Generally speaking, it appears that the smaller of two denominations tends
to be fearful of being "swallowed up" in the event of merger. A denomination can
feel that should merger take place, most decisions would be decided in line with the
thinking of the larger group.
Such thinking commonly overlooks the fact that in a merged church not one
but both denominations ore "swallowed up" in the larger whole, and that denomi
nations ore not groups of people who ore unanimously agreed on every point. De
nominations act on the basis of majorities, not unanimous consent.
It Is understandable, however, that where there is considerable disparity
In size, and where the two denominations also differ widely in other ways, there
would be a special sense of caution among the smaller group. The greater the simi
larity between the two churches, however, the less the size factor is crucial since
there are few areas where compromise will be necessary.
There is considerable disparity in size between the NHA churches; the
Supra, pp, 184-185, 204, 271.
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membership of the constituent groups ranging from about 7,000 for the Ohio Yearly
Meeting of Friends to about 265,000 for the Solvation Anny,55 There is a great
deal of similarity among these denominations, however, when it comes to doctrine,
prudentials, and methodology if one puts the Salvation Army in a somewhat sepa
rate category because of its military organization and unique ministry.
With such a disparity in size it can be expected, however, that size will
be on important consideration in any future unity moves. But mergers between some
of the groups may help ease this problem in succeeding merger attempts. For in
stance, if the Wesleyans and Pilgrims merge, the combined church might be more
ready to merge with the Free Methodists than either the Wesleyans or Pilgrims might
be inclined to do at present because of the size factor.
A merger could also hinder further mergers, however^ If several of the
holiness denominations unite into one fairly large denomination, any smaller denom
inations which were yet outside this union might be more hesitant to join the united
church than to join a group of more comparable size.
These considerations seem to suggest the wisdom of adopting on "equality
principle" in further unitive moves. Each individual denomination should, in prin
ciple, be considered as on equal with all the other holiness churches, regardless of
its size. In practical application it might be necessary at times to operate with ref
erence to size, but whenever possible denominations should be considered as separate.
55Benson Y. Landis (ed.). Yearbook of American Churches, 1966 (New
York: Notional Council of the Churches of Christ in the U. S. A,, 1966),
pp. 198-210.
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equal entities.
For instance, in the cose of two denominations merging, for the sake of
true unity it would seem to be better to give equal representation on church boards
to each group unless there is a drastic difference in size. Giving the larger church
a larger number of delegates only tends to increase the fear of being "swallowed
up."
This principle, of course, applies to the actual merger of denominations
which are fairly comparable in size, though there is some difference. It would not
apply to a situation where a very small group decided to {oin and become a port of
a much larger denomination. But in every cose where separate, established, recog
nized denominations seek to cooperate, the principle of equality should be observed
insofar as possible. ^6
In ony cose, it seems cfear from the study of the merger attempts consider
ed in this thesis that comparative size will continue to be o basic problem in greater
unity of the holiness churches,
IX. DANGER OF SCHISM
That fear of schism has sometimes worked against a proposed merger has
been seen in the consideration of the Free Methodist - Wesleyan Methodist merger
attempt and the Wesleyan Methodist - Pilgrim Holiness attempt at merger, 57 The
56Cf, supra, p. 175ff.
57Supra, pp. 180-181, 274-275,
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consideration here is somewhat broader, taking into its scope not only the fear of
schism but the whole problem of possibility of schisms in the holiness churches.
As noted in Chapter II, various schisms within holiness churches have token
place and others appear to be imminent; further, there is some evidence of a re
alignment among the holiness people into basically rural and urban groups. ^8 |n
other words, schism is already a problem; it is not therefore a problem which is re
lated exclusively to merger considerations.
The relationship of this problem to merger attempts is obvious; merger and
schism ore both part of the larger problem of the unity of the church.
If such o re-olignment as suggested above does indeed come, this will prob
ably be the solution to the schism problem. Those elements in the holiness churches
which feel sectarian characteristics must be maintained may leave their churches
and unite into a holiness church with new sectarian characteristics.
But the danger of schism operates as an immediate obstacle to union largely
in the form of the fear of schism. While there is the opposition to merger of the few
who threaten to secede, there is often the opposition to merger by many who feel
schism is too great a price to pay for merger. This latter view has been expressed
more than once in the merger debates within Wesleyon Methodism, ^9
The danger of schism, then, will continue to operate as a major problem to
unity, but it con be expected that in the next decade the now somewhat ambiguous
58Supra, pp. 56-59.
59Supra, pp. 169-171, 268,
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picture will become clear and a re-olignment within holiness ranks may begin to
crystallize. Thus whereas the danger of schism now threatens the prospects of unity
moves, in time actual schisms may further the likelihood of mergers.
SUMMARY
At present it appears that those factors which currently ore or may become
major problems to increased unity among the holiness churches ore (1) doctrine,
(2) prudentials, (3) polity, (4) institutionalism, (5) ecclesiocentrism, (6) socio
economic differences, (7) mutual ignorance and prejudice, (8) comparative size,
and (9) danger of schism. It was noted that of these, doctrine and prudentials ore
perhaps the least crucial problems. Also, several of these problems cannot be fully
evaluated without further specific study of these problems.
It appears safe to soy, however, that these nine problems areas ore the ones
which will be most central as attempts ore mode to further unity the holiness churches.
.CHAPTER Vlll
THE HOLINESS CHURCHES AND THE LARGER ECUMENICAL PERSPECTIVE
There are few more insistent facts before the Christian churches today than
the ecumenical movement,, Attitudes toward the movement run from active support
to open condemnation, but churches and sects large and small ore being forced to
take cognizance of it, ^
What is the relationship of the holiness movement in America to the ecu
menical movement? More particularly, what relationship is there between moves
toward unity among the holiness churches and the larger ecumenical thrust through
out Christendom ?
These questions are the concern of this chapter. The story of unity and the
holiness churches is not complete until it is seen in perspective. An attempt has
been mode in this study to see the unity question in the perspective of the historical
roots of the holiness denominations. Now, before concluding the study, it is im
portant also to see the matter of unity and the holiness churches in the perspective
of the broader ecumenical situation today.
The approach here is first to examine the attitudes of the holiness churches
toward ecumenicity, then to discuss unity moves as on expression of ecumenism, then
to consider the churches�that is. Protestantism generally�and the holiness witness.
Following this the relationship between the holiness churches and the evongelicol-
ICf. supra, p. 62ff,
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fundamentalist tension in relation to ecumenism will be noted, and then there will
be a consideration of the ecumenical questions which are facing the holiness church
es today o Finally some tentative conclusions concerning the prospects for the fu
ture will be drown.
1. ATTITUDES TOWARD ECUMENISM
A distinction should be made between ecumenism and the ecumenical
movement. The former has come to refer primarily to the basic unitive impulse
within Christianity while the latter refers primarily to the more or less institution
alized thrust of ecumenism in the world today. Within Protestantism the ecumeni
cal movement is frequently equated with the World Council of Churches, and,
within the United States, with the Notional Council of Churches, In its broadest
aspects the ecumenical movement in America would properly include all moves
toward unity among Christian churches, even including the National Association of
Evangelicals and the Notional Holiness Association, As will be seen in the mate
rial presented on the following pages, however, the equation of the ecumenical
movement with the Notional Council of Churches (NCC) and the World Council of
Churches (WCC) is generally presupposed. Thus.when holiness writers refer to the
ecumenical movement they are referring more or less specifically to the NCC and
WCC and perhaps incidentally to expression of ecumenical interest within Roman
Catholicism, such as Vatican ll�
The terms "ecumenism," "ecumenicity," and "ecumenical" ore likewise
used by holiness writers usually to refer to the ecumenical movement as institution-
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allzed in the NCC and WCC. As will be seen however, some writers hove at
tempted to distinguish between ecumenism and the ecumenical movement as such.
In this section, comments on the ecumenical movement generally by sev
eral holiness writers will be noted. The following section will continue the dis
cussion by noting how holiness writers relate unity moves among the holiness
churches to the ecumenical movement.
The material presented in these two sections comes primarily from the
pages of the denominational organs of the holiness churches which hove been the
particular focus of this study. It is not assumed, of course, that oil the holiness
churches see identically on this matter, but inasmuch as most of the opinions ex
pressed come from leaders in the holiness churches it may be assumed that these
views ore more or less representative of the holiness movement in America.
On the basis of this material, then, the attitudes of the holiness churches
toward ecumenism and the ecumenical movement appear to be as follows.
A. It is believed the major purpose of the ecumenical movement is to bring about
o world church.
This is probably the most basic attitude of evangelicalism generally toward
the ecumenical movement, and it is frequently expressed by holiness writers. Even
when not expressed, many other arguments presuppose this conception of the ecu
menical movement.
George E. Failing, editor of The Wesleyan Methodist, refers to ecumenism
as "the goal of organizational unity. "2 The previous editor of the same publication
2George E. Failing, "The Unity We Need," The Wesleyan Methodist,
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wrote in 1949,
From pulpit and press comes a great deal of emphasis on the theme,
"One Church for Our World, " While it is not so stated, yet it is
clearly implied that were oil the churches, outside of the Catholic
church, to unite in one great world-church, we would go a long way
toward solving the problems of the world, ^
A Free Methodist, Dr, W. Curry Mavis, has written similarly:
Leaders of the ecumenical movement, o, ore envisioning on ultimate
goal of the corporate union of all Christian groups into one great
world church, 4
And Dr, George L. Ford, former general director of the Notional Associ
ation of Evangelical and also o Free Methodist has more recently written, "There
is no question but that the real thrust of the ecumenical movement is 'one church
for one world, '
Ford quotes various ecumenical leaders who hove indicated they envision
one unified world church, ^
A basic view, then, of the holiness churches is that the ecumenical move
ment seeks to establish o world church, and several of the following arguments ore
based on this premise.
CXXIi (July 7, 1965), p, 1.
^Oliver G. Wilson, "Will a World-Church Cure Our Worldliness?'
The Wesleyan Methodist, CVI (April 20, 1949), p. L
4Wo Curry Mavis, Beyond Conformity (Winona Lake, Indiana: Light and
Life Press, 1958), p, 136,
^George L. Ford, "Union or Unity�The Present Day Dilemma," The Dy-
nomics of Christian Unity, W. Stanley Mooneyham, editor (Grand Rapids: Zonder-
von Publishing House, 1963), p. 99.
6lbid, , pp, 97-99.
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Whether or not this view is on accurate interpretation of the ecumenical
movement will be discussed later in this sectiono
B, The emphasis of the ecumenical movement on organizational unity is believed to
be a misplaced emphosiso
It is felt the ecumenical movement places primary emphasis on matters of
secondary importanceo More particularly,
le The approach of the ecumenical movement is said to be too this-
worldly. Dr. Oliver G. Wilson wrote.
The chief objective is to produce a church organization that
will speak with unified voice on political, social, and economic
world problems; a voice which world statesmen, diplomats and politi
cal leaders would not venture to ignoreo The design is to mold and
to shape this world, not to prepare men for;the world to comoo^
2. It is held that organizational unity is not the way to spiritual unity.
Bishop Leslie R. Marston has written.
Unity in the %jirit is not achieved by organizational union
opart from revival of personal religion, and to unite today's
spiritually inert masses into a vast world Church is to build upon
the sand .8
3. Holiness writers contend that denominationalism is not necessarily on
evil. It is felt that God had a purpose in permitting existing denominations to come
7\A/:Wilson, loc. cit.
p
Leslie R. Marston, "Are We Ecumenical?" The Wesleyan Methodist,
CXXI (September 9, 1964), p. 2.
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into existence and that the Church has realized certain benefits it never would
hove known had some divisions not occurred. According to Dr. Failing, "The
diverse denominations of our day do not, of themselves, fragmentize us. Nor
would the organizational merger of oil these bring the Christian unity we sorely
need. "^
According to this view, in other words, the ecumenical movement is pri
marily concerned with organizational union, which is o secondary matter not de
serving such primary emphasis.
C. The basis on which the ecumenical movement rests is felt to be too latltudinarlon.
Basically it is felt the basis for ecumenical union is so broad that it does
not effectively screen out those who ore not genuine Christians. Particularly,
1. The doctrinal standards of the NCC and WCC ore sold to be too weak.
This is o frequently-hit point. Dr. Wilson wrote.
There is a very significant ignoring of the foundation principles of the
Christian Church such as the inspiration of the Scriptures, the virgin
birth of our Lord, the exceeding sinfulness of man, Christ's vicarious
atonement for sin. When these are discarded as of no consequence by
those who ore seeking unity, no one who believes in the Bible as God's
revealed book would dare go along.
Dr. Mavis writes similarly with particular reference to the way one be
comes a Christian, Soys Mavis,
^Foiling, loc. cit.
lOWilson, loc. cit.
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The ecumenical movement tends to be equivocal and lotitudinorion
in this matter. Little attention seems to be given to the way in
which one becomes a Christian, It is assumed that there is room for
many viewpoints with the conclusion that one way is as good as the
others. ^ ^
2. It is also argued that the ecumenical movement is essentially o
liberal movement, theologicolly speaking. According to Everek R, Storms, editor
of the Gospel Banner, "The Ecumenical movement is receiving its greatest support
from the liberal churches, "1^
Storms notes.
It is the very denominations which ore so skeptical about the
great Christian doctrines, , .that ore the most enthusiastic about the
ecumenical movement.
The more orthodox bodies such as the Southern Baptist Con
vention and the Lutheran Church (Missouri Synod), show considerably
less interest,
3. Cooperation with the ecumenical movement would, it is felt, mean
doctrinal compromise. According to Morston, "Efforts at conciliation by widely
distinct communions will deplete doctrinal content and betray evangelicalism,
" 14
And Storms odds a related comment: "�,, let us beware of the National Council
of Churches and the ecumenical movement associated with it. There ore' too many
dangers in this connection for evangelicals to become involved, "^^
nMavis, op, cit,, pp� 138-139.
I^Everek R. Stonns, "Dangers in the Ecumenical Movement," Gospel
Bonner, LXXXVIII (August 12, 1965), p. 5.
I3|bid. I^Marston, loc, cit, I ^stomis, loc. cit.
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in summary, the basic argument here is that the doctrinal basis on which
ecumenical activity is now taking place� in other words, the doctrinal statement
of the WCC� is on inadequate basis on which to build a world church. This argu
ment thus presupposes the first argument, that a world church is the goal of the ecu
menical movement.
Partially because of this view that the existing doctrinal statement is in
adequate OS the basis of a united church, the holiness churches tend to view the
ecumenical movement as theologically liberal,
D, It is believed a world church would be too large to be spiritually dynamic.
The feeling is that as a religious institution becomes large and power
ful, it attracts men who covet the power but not the purity, "^^ A world church
would be likely to become powerless and ineffective in different ways:
lo A world church, it is said, could not maintain an evangelistic fervor.
Effective, soul-saving evangelism will be diluted by that organiza
tional dominance which the history of denominations clearly discloses
quite inevitably occurs with increase in membership,
2o. .It is felt also that a world church would suffer in stewardship.
The weight of vast majorities will dampen the stewardship fervor
of earnest Christians, for we ore only too familiar with the paradox
of stewardship's inverse ratio to magnitude of church membership. 18
l^lbid. 17/^arston, Ioc, cit,
18|bid.
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3. Further, It is feared that in a world church religious freedom might
be endangered.
A high superchurch such as the ecumenical movement seeks, would
result in the some kind of religious monopoly as dominated the
Middle Ages. The dearly bought freedom of the past 400 years
would disappear, 1^
This feor is Increased by what Is seen already as "a new and frightening form of
religious bigotry" within the ecumenical movement. Soys Storms, "The assumption
is that any church which holds out for its own doctrinal beliefs isgullty of a per
versely obstinate and un-Christion attitude, "20
E, The formation of o world church, it is believed, would prompt further divisions,
thus actually defeating unity.
Bishop Marston has written In this regard.
The pressure toward organizational unity will precipitate further
organizational fragmentation by the withdrawal of those earnest
Christians who are not satisfied with the doctrinal residue conciliation
has left them,
F, The ecumenical movement, it is said, may well lead to a union of Protestantism
with Roman Catholicism,
"The ecumenical movement is headed towards Rome." The union of the
churches into one world church "will mean absorption into Romanism, "23
I^Storms, loc. cit. 20|bid,
2lMarston, "Are We Ecumenical?" The Wesleyan Methodist, CXXI
(September 9, 1964), p, 2.
22storms, loc, cit. 23/^^^^^ j-q^ ^ 1^^^ ^^^^
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G. True ecumenicity, it is said, is a thing of the splrito
The holiness churches, in common with most of evangelicalism, believe,
or ore coming to believe, that there is a true biblical ecumenicity, but that this
is essentially a oneness of spirit, Dr, Mavis writes.
Evangelicals believe in on ecumenicity of the Spirit which
they consider to be the highest type of Christian unity. They
recognize that there may be an organizational integration without
a oneness of spirit and that there may be a spiritual unity without
corporate mergers. They hold that spiritual unity must precede or
ganizational union if the latter is to be meaningful, ^4
This, then, in essence, is the position of the holiness churches relative to
the ecumenical movement insofar as such a position has been set forth to date. An
important aspect of the holiness view of ecumenism, however, has to do with the
way in which holiness leaders justify moves toward unity within holiness ranks in
the light of these views on the ecumenical movement. This will be treated in some
detail in the next section.
It is appropriate at this point, however, to present on evaluation of the
foregoing attitudes toward ecumenism and the ecumenical movement.
Evaluation
The most striking aspect of these attitudes toward ecumenism is that nearly
oil of them relate to the possibility of the establishment of a world Christian church.
There is o rather total equation of the ideas of "ecumenical" and "world church,"
The view presented first in the foregoing discussion, that the primary purpose of the
^^Movis, Beyond Confonnity, p, 146,
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ecumenical movement is the establishment of a world church, is basic to the other
attitudes noted. Several of the arguments against the ecumenical movement would
lose much of their force if it could be shown that the ecumenical movement is not,
in fact, leading to such a world church.
Thus, the first point emerges as crucial, and it is here the present evalua
tion must concentrate. Are the holiness churches correct in their view that the
major purpose of thei ecumenical movement is the establishment of on organized
world church?
This is a very complex question and cannot be treated fully here. Briefly,
however, some suggested answers to the problems raised by this question may be
given.
For clarity this matter may be broken down into four sub-questions. These
are: (1) What is the ecumenical movement? (2) Is a world church the aim of the
World Council of Churches? (3) Is the WCC becoming a world church? And, (4) is
the WCC bringing about the formation of a world church?
1. What is the ecumenical movement?
The presupposition of the viewpoints expressed by holiness writers apparent
ly is that basically the ecumenical movement is, nationally, the NCC and globally,
the WCC.
In o theoretical sense, the ecumenical movement probably should be thought
of OS having o broader scope than this. As suggested earlier in this chapter, the
ecumenical thrust today finds expression In many ways, and in. the broadest sense
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every unitive move from Vatican II to the Wesleyon-PIIgrlm merger attempt Is port
of the ecumenical movement.
In a more practical sense, however, one may be Justified In equating, with
qualifications, the ecumenical movement with the organized conciliar movement,
and particularly with the World Council of Churches. The WCC is not the ecumen
ical movement; yet insofar as the ecumenical thrust is on organized, institutional
movement, the WCC Is the major representative of this movement today.
When the holiness churches talk about participation in the ecumenical
movement they are referring to NCC ond/or WCC membership. To them, these
ecumenical agencies ore, for all practical purposes, the ecumenical movement. In
proceeding to examine the claim that the ecumenical movement seeks to establish o
world church, therefore, the question will be narrowed to a consideration specifi
cally of the World Council of Churches as the major institutional embodiment of the
ecumenical movement today. The essential question, then, is:
2. Is g world church the aim of the World Council of Churches?
Fortunately there ere mgterlgls gvgilable which allow one to answer this
question rather fully. The question is one to which the WCC and Its constituent
agencies hove turned their attention.
The document of primary Importance in this discussion is the so-called
"Toronto Statement" which was considered "a landmark in the World Council's
thinking about itself and its relation to work for unity. "^5 This statement, officially
25World Council of Churches, The New Delhi Report, The Third Assembly of
the World Council of Churches, 1961 (London: SCM Press, 1961), p. 117,
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entitled "The Church, the Churches and the World Council of Churches," was
"received" by the Central Committee of the WCC at Toronto, Ontario, Canada,
in July, 1950. As such it constitutes on official pronouncement of the WCC as
well OS the basis for continuing debate within the WCC and its constituent church
es.26
The portions of this statement most directly relevant for the question at
hand follow:
The World Council of Churches Is not and must never become a
Super-Church.
It is not a Super-Church. It Is not the World Church.,
...membership in the Council does not in any sense mean that
the churches belong to a body which can moke decisions for them.
Each church retains the constitutional right to ratify or to reject
utterances or actions of the Council . . . .
The purpose of the World Council of Churches is not to negotiate
unions between Churches, which can only be done by the Churches
themselves acting on their own initiative, but to bring the Churches
into living contact with each other and to promote the study and dis
cussion of the issues of church unity.
By Its very existence and its activities the Council bears witness
to the necessity of a clear manifestation of theoneness of the Church of
Christ. But It remains the right and duty of each Church to draw from
Its ecumenical experience such consequences as it feels bound to do on
the basis of its own convictions. No Church, therefore, need fear that
the Council will press it into decisions concerning union with other
97churches. '
^^Normon Goodall, The Ecumenical Movement, What It Is and What It
Does (second edition; London: Oxford University Press, 1964), p. 141. This docu-
ment is given in port in the above source (pp. 140-142) and in full in G, K. A. Bell,
Documents on Christian Unity (fourth series, 1948-57; London: Oxford University
rress, 1958), pp. 215-223.
27g. K, a. Bell, Documents on Christian Unity, pp, 216-217, (Portions
of this statement in its printed form appear In italics. However, for ease of reading
and to ovoid extensive underscoring all quotations from the statement appear in
ordinary typescript. Sub-divisional numbering has also been omitted,)
The World Council exists in order that different Churches may face
th eir differences, and therefore no Church Is obliged to change its
ecclesiology as a consequence of membership in the World Councilors
The Council stands for church unity. But in its midst there ore
those who conceive unity wholly or largely as a full consensus in the
realm of doctrine, others who conceive of It primarily as sacramental
communion based on common church order, others who consider both
indispensable, others who would only require unity in certain funda
mentals of faith and order, again others who conceive the one Church
exclusively as a universal spiritual fellowship, or hold that visible unity
is unessential or even undesirable. But none of these conceptions con
be called the ecumenical theory. The whole point of the ecumenical
conversation is precisely that all these conceptions enter into dynamic
relations with each other.
In particular, membership in the World Council does not imply
acceptance or rejection of the doctrine that the unity of the Church
consists in the unity of the invisible Church. ^9
The Churches con and should help each other. ..by a mutual ex
change of thought and of experience. This is the significance of the
study-work of the World Council and of many other of its activities.
There is no intention to impose any particular pattern of thought or life
upon the Churches. But whatever insight has been received by one or
more Churches is to be mode available to all the Churches for the sake
of the "building up of the Body of Christ. "
None of these positive assumptions, implied in the existence of the
World Council, is In conflict with the teachings of the member Churches.
We believe therefore that no Church need fear that by entering Into the
World Council It is In danger of denying its heritage.
As the conversation between the Churches develops and as the Church
es enter into closer contact with each other, they will no doubt have
to face new decisions and problems. For the Council exists to break the
deadlock between the Churches. But in no cose con or will any Church
be pressed to take a decision against its own conviction or desire. The
Churches remain wholly free in the action which, on the basis of their
convictions and in the light of their ecumenical contacts, they will or
will not take. 30
28|bido, pp. 217-218,
29|bid., p, 218.
30ibid,, pp. 222-223.
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More recently, a report on Unity was approved in substance by the Third
Assembly of the World Council of Churches meeting in New Delhi, India, in
1961 o This report expressed the faith that
The Lord who is bringing all things into full unity at the lost is
he who constrains us to seek the unity which he wills for his
Church on earth here ond noWo32
Further, the unity God wills is being made visible today, according to
the report, as all Christians (1) "�ooare brought by the Holy Spirit into one fully
committed fellowship,. �o " (2) ".�,are united with the whole Christian fellowship
o.cin such wise that ministry and members ore accepted by all, and that all con
act and speak together as occasion requires. � , "^^
The report makes clear that the word "fellowship" as used above "clearly
implies that the Church is not merely on institution or organization"; "fellowship"
is not intended to carry any implication of over-arching ecclesiastical structure. ^4
Some other relevant passages from this report:
We ore not yet of a common mind on the interpretation and the means of
achieving the goal we hove described. We are clear that unity does not
imply simple uniformity or organization, rite or expression. We all con
fess that sinful self-will operates to keep us separated and that in our
human ignorance we cannot discern clearly the lines of God's design for
the future, 35
It is agreed that the WCC must not attempt to violate the autonomy
of any member church. Neither may the Council moke official pronounce
ments on unity which contravene the recognized doctrines of member
3IWorId Council of Churches, The New Delhi Report, p. 116,
32lbid. 33|b|d�
34|bid., p. 119. 35ibid,, p, 117.
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churches, nor attempt to impose any one conception of unity, ^6
A certain kind of consultative assistance can be given by the
Council to churches which are engaged in unit/ conversations. The
Commission on Faith and Order has already begun to render such
service, though only, of course, upon the request of churches con
cerned, by sending persons of exceptional knowledge and experience
to meet the church members who ore responsible for negotiating union.
The Council's Faith and Order Commission has also convened
several consultations on church union with representatives from nearly
oil countries and churches where union negotiations are in progress.
And it has been publishing regularly a survey of such developments,
OS well OS distributing the relevant documents. We trust that this will
continue, 37
Finally, one statement coming out of the 1963 Montreal Faith and Order
Conference may be noted for its relevance to the question of the purpose of the
WCC, One report of this conference stated, in port,
,,, there con be no higher unity than that of which we partake around
the Lord's Table, and, ,, every other form of unity can only be justified
as on expression of that fundamental unity. This implies that the right
of separate ecclesiastical bodies or organizations to continued existence,
OS well OS all movements towards organizational unification, must always
be judged anew in the light of that unity and its witness to the world.
At various times, groups of Christians have found it imperative to express
their faith and worship in particular confessional, national, linguistic,
cultural and other associations. We recognize that, under the providence
of God, these associations have, in their particular historical situations,
often contributed powerfully to the faithful witness of the Church, How
ever, it is clear to us that today God is leading us to be the Church and
to bear our witness in unity rather than in separation. In many areas the
continuance of the traditional denominational groupings is felt as a scandal.
Organizational structures will always be necessary; at the same time we
affirm that the unity of the Church is to be found not only in the merger
of denominational structures but even more profoundly in the koinonio
of true euchoristic worship where the whole Catholic Church is moni-
36lbid,, p, 129,
37|bid., p, 130,
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fested.38
These various stotemenl-s pretty well speak for themselves. Rather ob
viously, they coll into serious question the view that a world church is the aim of
the World Council of Churches. A fair appraisal of these statements requires that
the following conclusions be drown:
1. It is abundantly clear that on organizationally united world church is
not the aim of the WCC insofar as official statements accurately present the position
of the WCC on this matter. The official aim of the WCC is "unity," and this is a
goal the implications of which ore unknown or at least not agreed upon as yet.
2. The WCC is concerned to safeguard the autonomy and independence of
individual denominations in their relationship with the WCC.
3. The WCC is officially interested in union negotiations and does what
it con to help them. It is in no sense hostile to church mergers,
4, Implicit in several of these statements noted Is the view that church
mergers ore a move In the right (that Is, ecumenical) direction, at least in princi
ple. This does not mean, of course, that the WCC would consider every merger
justified just because it was a merger, nor that its role is to bring about mergers,
5, WCC attempts to assist in merger considerations should be viewed in
the context of on as yet undefined view of the nature of the goal of the ecumenical
movement. The WCC considers it an ecumenical service to give whatever assistance
38p, C, Rodger and Lukos Vischer (eds.). The Fourth World Conference
on Faith and Order, Montreal, 1963 (New York: Association Press, 1964), p, 46.
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it can to merger negotiations, such as holding consultations on church union, but
it is unfair to conclude from such actions that the WCC feels mergers ore the answer
to the ecumenical problem.
60 There is room within the WCC for considerable difference of opinion
as to what expression Christian unity should take, and there is in fact considerable
diversity of views within the WCC and between WCC member churches.
The answer to the question, then, "Is a world church the aim of the
World Council of Churches?" must be: No, not necessarily. The WCC is working
for a Church characterized by unity, but this is not assumed necessarily to mean
organizational amalgamation. Whether the WCC is in fact bringing about a world
church, or actually becoming a world church, is another matter which will now be
considered.
3, Is the WCC becoming g world church?
This question has to do with fact, not intent. Granted the WCC is seeking
on as yet undefined unity, is it in fact becoming organizationally the expression of
the unity being sought?
The official WCC statements presented in the preceding discussion remind
the reader that the WCC itself is prevented from taking on super-church character
istics by its own constitutional limitations. Even granting these limitations could
change, there yet appears to be little evidence that the WCC is becoming a world
church. It disclaims being such; it disclaims the wish to be such.39
^^Bell, Documents on Christian Unity, p. 216.
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It Is Impossible here to go Into a detailed study of the Institutional char
acter and development of the WCC and of its relationships with the member church-
eSo It is worth noting, however, that the WCC includes In its membership churches
and groups which would not feel, for theological and eccleslologlcol reasons, that
they could join with other churches into one world church.
It does not appear, then, that the WCC is actually becoming a world
church, and In any cose the possibility of withdrawing from the WCC Is always on
option open to member churches.
4. Is the WCC bringing about the formation of a world church?
Even if it be assumed that the WCC is not itself becoming a world church,
is not the total thrust of the ecumenical movement, and specifically the WCC, lead
ing to a world super-church?
This question cannot really be answered here. However these observations
may be suggested:
1. The WCC is only the expression, not the cause, of the ecumenical
movement. Whatever influence the WCC has hod, moves toward unity within Chris
tendom were sure to come with the shrinkage of the world Into one global neighbor
hood. Blaming the WCC for the ecumenical thrust today is like blaming the
calendar for the passage of time. If a world church is coming it is because of the
basic ecumenical thrust today, not because of the WCC.
40cf� supra, pp. 62-65.
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2. If a world church Is coming, the WCC, as a forum for the leaders of
the Christian churches. Is playing on Important role In the formation of such a
churcho The character of the WCC therefore Is Important to all Christians,
3. The crucial point Is that the WCC seems to be sincerely open to the
leadership of the Holy Spirit, as It understands that leadership. In finding the unity
it seeks. There is no commitment to the concept of on organizational world church.
No easy assumptions can be mode therefore about the future role of the WCC. Of
course some evangelicals probably would question whether this sincerity and open
ness to the leadership of the Holy Spirit has much meaning among those ecumenical
leaders who may be liberals or neo-liberols.
In evaluating the basic argument of holiness writers, then, that the purpose
of the ecumenical movement is to bring about a world church. In the light of the
evidence the conclusion seems inescapable that this is basically on invalid argument
based on an incomplete understanding of the true nature of the ecumenical move
ment.
This conclusion is based primarily on the fact that o review of the relevant
materials from the World Council of Churches clearly reveals the aim of the WCC Is
a unity which cannot be defined as organic union or any other specific form of unity.
Some would raise the question, of course, whether the WCC is sincere in
the statements it mokes. Some within holiness churches appear convinced that state
ments such OS those quoted In the preceding pages ore merely propaganda designed to
disarm the unwary and lead them Into on ecumenical trap.
Such thinking raises the question as to how well acquainted with the lltero-
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ture of the ecumenical movement ore those who voice such opinions. Only a
superficial impression con be gotten from news items concerning the ecumenical
movement. An acquaintance with the writing of men prominent in the ecumenical
movement brings one to a place where credulity must be greatly strained to attrib
ute insincerity to ecumenical leaders. Evangelicals may strongly differ in their
interpretation of ecumenical issues, but sincerity, at least, must be attributed to
the great majority of ecumenical leaders.
If, then, the argument that the ecumenical movement purposes to build a
world super-church is largely invalid, how does this affect the other contentions
raised by holiness writers? The following corollary conclusions follow:
1. The charge that the ecumenical movement is guilty of a misplaced em
phasis in concentrating on organizational unity is invalid because in fact organi
zational unity is not the major concern of the ecumenical movement, contrary to the
impression given by the news medio. That organizational unity will not bring spir
itual unity has been realized by ecumenical leaders for years,
2o The charge that the ecumenical movement is too lotitudinorion is not
abrogated by the fact that the ecumenical movement is not concerned solely with a
world church. But the significance of the argument is altered. If the doctrinal basis
for membership in the WCC is viewed as the foundation for a world church, then the
latitudinal nature of this doctrinal basis may be cause for alarm. But if the WCC is
a forum for the churches, this basis has a different significance.
Actually the charge that the basis of faith is too lotitudinorion tends to beg
the question. It is impossible to organize any cooperative venture without a basis of
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agreemento No one would try to organize a United Nations and limit membership
to those countries which would agree to adopt the United States Constitution, The
only way o World Council of Churches could be organized is on a basis of faith
agreeable to nearly all Christian churches. Of course this statement was the
lowest common denominator. Cooperative associations can only be formed on a
basis to which oil agree. The WCC statement of faith may be inadequate os the
doctrinal statement for o world church, but it has not been proposed as such.
Evangelicals ore quick to point out, of course, that interpretations of the
WCC doctrinal statement may be so diverse as to moke adherence to the statement
of little significance. This matter cannot be gone into in detail here; it may be
suggested, however, that the WCC con do little more than agree on a basis of faith.
How it may be interpreted by those who adhere to it con only be left to the member
churches.
Holiness churches may be mistaken, then, in thinking cooperation with the
ecumenical movement must necessarily be equated with doctrinal compromise.
Adopting the WCC basis of faith in order to belong to the WCC con hardly be con
strued OS meaning that basis of faith is henceforth all the church believes,
3o The argument that a world church would be too large is seen to be
irrelevont to the question of ecumenical cooperation inasmuch as a world church is
not being proposed.
4, Similarly, fears about what might happen to existing unity in the event
of the fonnation of a world church ore irrelevant to the question of cooperation with
the ecumenical movement�although the question may be crucially important in the
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broader question of the future of the Christian Church,
5, The fear that ecumenical dialog may lead to a Protestant-Catholic
union remains as o possibility to cause some concern,
6, That true ecumenicity is a thing of the spirit is agreed upon by many,
both Inside and outside the ecumenical movement. It is the klrid of ecumenicity
being primarily sought by the WCC,
In conclusion, the case against the ecumenical movement today from the
perspective of the holiness churches, as presented in the denominational organs,
suggests the cose os presented is in large measure invalid since it rests on on in
accurate conception of the ecumenical movement. This is not, however, to pass
judgment on the criticisms of the ecumenical movement mode by other holiness
writers who have written outside these denominational organs.
It should be pointed out that the arguments against ecumenism presented in
the denominational organs do not exhaust the possible objections which the holiness
churches, in common with other evangelical denominations, might raise against the
ecumenical movement as it Is institutionalized today in the WCC and the notional
councils. Problems in the area of missions and ecumenism are especially acute. It
should not necessarily be concluded from the foregoing discussion, therefore, that
there is no valid basis for opposition to the ecumenical movement as seen in the WCC
and NCC on the part of the holiness churches. The compass of the foregoing dis
cussion was limited to points brought up by representative holiness writers.
Some further aspects of this total problem will receive consideration in
later sections of this chapter. It is the Immediate task, however, to examine the
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relationship between unitive moves within the holiness movement and ecumenism
generall/o
II, UNITY MOVES AS AN EXPRESSION OF ECUMENISM
Are the holiness churches part of the ecumenical movement? Is there any
connection between merger talks among NHA churches and merger discussions among
the large American Protestant denominations?
Attitudes Toward Merger
In the light of attitudes toward the ecumenical movement noted in the
previous section, it is not surprising to find any real relationship between holiness
church mergers and the ecumenical movement disclaimed. As seen, many holiness
people are opposed to the ecumenical movement which is more or less equated with
the NCC and WCC, Since this attitude is fairly prevalent among holiness people
the tendency is not to interpret holiness church unity moves as expressions of the
ecumenical movement.
For example, Dr, Harold K� Sheets, Wesleyan Methodist General Superin
tendent, said regarding the pending Wesleyan-Pilgrim merger,
,,othe word "merger" is used in the sense of bringing together relative
ly small holiness denominations and involves people whose doctrines
and practices ore virtually identical. The world church issue of today
is quite beside the point, 41
4lHarold K, Sheets, "Church Merger: Mobilizing for the Unfinished
Task," The Wesleyan Methodist, CXXII (November 10, 1965), p, 4,
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Similarly Dr. Paul W, Thomas, Pilgrim Holiness General Superintendent,
in response to the question "Do you think that the proposed merger of our denomi
nations has any relation to the ecumenical movement?" said, "None whatever.
Brother. We hove been thinking about this before this other sun rose in the sky, or
whatever It is that did rise, "^^
Dr. Sheets has more recently given a fuller statement of this view:
There is a true ecumenical spirit which the New Testament teaches
which may, or may not, result In organic union, . . , It seems to me
that we do adisservice to this entire issue when we equate the present
trend toward a one-world church which would embrace Protestants,
Roman Catholics, Greek Orthodox, and even Moslem and other re
ligions, with the considerations now before us of grouping small holi
ness bodies of like precious faith into oneo^^
This attempt not to equate merger attempts within the holiness movement
with the ecumenical movement is understandable. And the point being mode Is o
valid one from one perspective. For the proposed mergers within the holiness church
es represent what might be colled "controlled ecumenism"; that is, the negotiations
involve denominations which ore so similar there ore few risks of compromise In
doctrine and the kind of merged church that may be formed can be pretty well fore
seen. The goal sought is a limited one and there is no sense of participation in the
ecumenical movement. From this perspective It con be sold that there is little con
nection between unity moves among NHA churches and the ecumenical movement.
George E. Failing, "What About The Pilgrim Holiness Church?" The
Wesleyan Methodist, CXXIII (February 16, 1966), p. 10
-^SGeorge E, Failing, "As Our General Superintendents View The Church,"
The Wesleyan Methodist, CXXIII (March 2, 1966), p. 7.
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But from other perspectives unity moves among the holiness churches ore
very definitely related to the ecumenical movement. Some of the forces and pres
sures giving rise to the ecumenical movement generally ore the some ones that are
bringing the holiness churches closer togethero44 Also, many of the arguments em
ployed for the union of holiness churches are the same arguments used throughout
the dialog of the ecumenical movement generally, only the context is different. It
is particularly striking how often appeals to the seventeenth chapter of John ore
mode by holiness writers when advocating the unity of the holiness churches, 45
In a negative way also there is a connection between "holiness unity" and
the ecumenical movement. One element of the impulse toward unity has been the
sense of o need to take defensive action against the ecumenical movement, as has
earlier been noted in this study,
There is o relationship, then, between unity moves among the holiness
churches ond the larger thrust of the ecumenical movement,
"Holiness Ecumenicity"
With the increasing impulse toward unity among the holiness churches there
is gradually developing a distinctively holiness view of ecumenism. Whereas in the
post holiness leaders talked of unity mostly in pragmatic terms, there is now develop-
44As noted in Chapter II, supra, pp, 51-54,
45For example, see supra, p, .155.
ro, p, J55,
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ing a theoretical basis for holiness ecumenism. There is coming into being a dis
tinctive holiness ecumenical thinking.
The name of Paul L, Kindschi may especially be associated with this
development. While many holiness leaders hove advocated specific mergers and
even broader moves toward holiness unity. Dr. Kindschi has been one of the first
to see this whole question in its larger significance and has been giving expression
to his views in writing and speaking. ^7 Jn his thinking he has been ahead of most
denominational leaders so for as the question of unity is concerned.
Since coming into a place of leadership in the Notional Holiness Associa
tion Dr. Kindschi has strongly advocated greater unity among the holiness churches.
The most recent of his presentations urging unity, and one which may in the hind
sight of history be seen as particularly significant, was his presidential address to
the National Holiness Association at its ninety-eighth convention in Dallas, Texas,
April 13-15, 1966,
This address may be thought of as on attempt to lay the biblical basis for
the union of the holiness churches.
Other writings by holiness leaders might be cited as advocating the unity
or union of the holiness churches, Dr, Kindschi's address is the most significant such
presentation, however, because it treats the question in a larger perspective and it
represents what is probably the vanguard of ecumenical thinking among holiness
leaders today. For this reason portions of this 1966 presidential address, "One in
47cf. supra, pp, 59-62.
333
Christ," are quoted below and o fuller account of his address is included as Appen
dix F.
Basing his address on John 17, Dr, Kindschi questioned the usual inter
pretation of Christ's prayer "that they may be one" as referring only to spiritual
unity. He asked,
o.oif the normal, the natural interpretation that I've always heard
of this� "Oh, this means we're one In Christ, we're one in the Body,
we' re one In the true Church"�why did Christ take all this time to plead
with the Father and testify and declare over and over, they were one in
Christ, in God? But now he shifts in prayer for a final petition that
they may be one even as He and the Father ore one in unity, even in
organic unity,
I believe the oneness that he's praying for is a wholeness, a unity,
o visible unity. Note this Is Interwoven constantly. ,,with his teaching.
on sanctification, and being filled with the Holy Spirit, 48
Later in the address Dr, Kindschi noted.
Of all Christian people there is a special responsibility on those
of us who profess to emphasize sanctification and being filled with the
Holy Spirit and o perfect heart and life. We hove a special responsi-
billty. Don't let the ecumenical movement score you. Just as sure os
you soy there is the wrong and the counterfeit, there has to be the
genuine. And there is a true. Christian ecumenicity� a oneness that
Christ begged for and prayed for and sanctified himself for. And I say
this is all involved with the groups that sit right here In this ballroom
in Dallas, 49
We ore so much alike In the holiness movement. If you'll stop and
analyze, we must hove o closer liaison and o closer connection with
each other. . , . It seems nothing short of the definite hand of God that
we hove remained so close in so many ways, 50
48paul L. Kindschi, "One in Christ," presidential address to the National
Holiness Association, Dallas, Texas, April 13, 1966,
49lbid� 50ibid^
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After demonstrating the similarities of the holiness churches, he sold.
Oh, while we're so nearly alike I pray God that we can, with eyes
open, enter in even into a fuller cooperative spirit, o...
My conviction is that we must fulfill Christ's prayer, "that
they may be one," I may not know how to bring it about. But 1
promise you this: 1 shall be near it, . , �51
I bel ieve God will get his church visibly together. I believe it
must come� 1 believe it will come. It may be in the next five to ten
years, may be fifteen years. If It doesn't come in my time that too is
all right, but It'll come, I would enjoy seeing it; 1 pray I might. But
1 don't have to in order to keep working for it. The greatest encouraging
thing to me Is that we may be on the verge of a breakthrough, ^2
Dr, Kindschi concluded,
.,.we face o crisis hour in the holiness movement. There's a new surge
of interest In the work and experience of the Holy Ghost by many not in
the so-called holiness movement. We will either rise to the challenge
with a united front, take the wraps off, and turn our blessed truth of
the Holy Spirit loose, and expose it to hungry hearts, or, ,, become a
selfish, Pharisaical holiness society with orthodox doctrine but no love,
no passion or power to promote God's kingdom in our generation, God's
program will go on. He's no respecter of persons. If we do not let Him
use us OS wholesome, selfless channels. He may well permit us to sit
on the sidelines as critics, stroking our beards, examining the shibboleths,
while he goes on with revival and raises up others who con use the same
scriptures, tarry for, and receive the Holy ^irit of God.
I call, I coll once more as o voice, I soy again as on irritant:
Holiness people, let's unity. Every way we con. Let's arise and shake
ourselves of suspicion, and join hands, that we might march forward to
gether OS o mighty Holy Ghost-fll led army, giving scriptural holiness
a united voice,"
It appears that this is coming to be, in essence, the new ecumenical think
ing within the holiness movement.
Space will not be token here to quote from them, but three articles which
51lbid, 52|bid, 53|bid,
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have appeared In the organs of holiness churches can be cited as being particularly
relevant to this discussion. The first, "The Main Idea" by Dr. Roy S. Nicholson,
appeared as on editorial in The Wesleyan Methodist In 1944 and gives Dr. Nichol
son's iustificatlon for the uniting of holiness churches. Second Is an editorial by
Everek Storms in the Gospel Banner in 1962 entitled "Mergers, "^5 The third Is o
longer article by the some author in the December 3, 1964, Gospel Banner entitled,
"Why Not a Merger of Holiness Churches?"^^ The lost article suggests reasons why
the holiness churches should unite.
In summary, two things may be noted regarding the relationship between
the ecumenical movement and unity moves among the holiness churches: (1) such
moves are o port of the ecumenical movement in the sense that they ore prompted
by some of the some pressures and forces, ore Influenced negatively by the ecumeni
cal movement itself, and ore, after all, unity moves; and (2) there is developing
withln^the holiness movement a "holiness ecumenicity" similar to ecumenical think
ing generally but limited in its scope to the holiness churches. ^7
54Roy S. Nichol son, "The Main Idea," The Wesleyan Methodist, CI
(November 1, 1944), p. 2.
55Everek R, Storms, "Mergers," Gospel Banner, LXXV (September 13,
1962), p, 6,
^^Everek R. Storms, "Why Not a Merger of Holiness Churches?" Gospel
Banner, LXXXVII (December 3, 1964), pp, 6, 12-13.
See infra, p, 339ff.
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III. THE CHURCHES AND THE HOLINESS WITNESS
In tracing the history of the holiness movement in Chapter II it was seen
how the holiness witness was revived within Methodism in the mid-eighteen hun
dreds. This revival of the doctrine and experience of Wesleyon holiness led to the
rise of independent holiness associations within Methodism, many of which even
tually became small independent holiness sects.
It was noted there was considerable difference of opinion during the period
of sect formation as to whether those professing holiness should remain in the Meth
odist church or should leave Methodism to form distinctly holiness churches. 58 Even
as lote OS 1914 Joseph H. Smith urged the holiness people to maintain a holiness
witness to the larger, not strictly-holiness denominations. He wrote.
Not extraction, but permeation is our mission! I know not one of these
holiness churches� the Free Methodist, the Nazarene, the Holiness
Church (and if there be others that are distinctly set for holiness) but
what I sincerely believe has a mission and a place in the present order
and condition of things. And in every way possible, the holiness move
ment should further their agency. But, oh beloved, no one of these,
nor all together, con begin to fill the place of the holiness movement |59
Yet today the major holiness witness is found outside the major denomina
tions, outside Methodism, in the smaller holiness denominations. And this change
has been reflected in the changing nature of the National Holiness Association v\lTereby
It is now primarily an association of holiness denominations rather than an ossocia-
58$upra, p. 36ff.
59joseph H. Smith, Things Behind and Things Before In the Holiness Move-
ment (Chicago: Evangelistic Institute Press, 1916), p. 50.
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tion of individuols endeavoring to maintain the holiness witness within Metho
dism. ^0
Considering developments within Methodism, perhaps this change was
inevitable. But the question immediately at hand is, what is the responsibility of
the contemporary holiness movement to the churches� the major Protestant denomi
nations in America today?
This question must be raised and considered here because it is totally bound
up with the whole question of unity and the holiness churches. If the holiness
churches unite, will this further sever the holiness witness from Methodism? Will
it spell the demise of the Notional Holiness Association? Further, how for should
the unity impulse in the holiness ranks extend? What about a possible reunion with
the Methodist Church? The lost question places this matter squarely within the
problem of the relation of the holiness churches to the larger ecumenical perspective
today.
This problem of the churches and the holiness witness con be divided into
two aspects: (1) the future role of the NHA, and (2) the limits of holiness ecu
menicity.
Future Role of the NHA
Concern has been expressed by some that on amalgamation of the holiness
churches may bring the end of the NHA. The feeling is that the NHA has become
so much an association of denominations rather than of individuals within the major
60Supra, pp. 59-62.
338
denominations that should the NHA churches merge the NHA might cease to exist.
In other words, the witness of the holiness movement to and within the Methodist
Church would come to on end.^l
Bishop Myron F. Boyd of the Free Methodist Church, who is to serve as'
chairman of the study conference on federating the holiness churches to be held in
December, 1966, was asked by the present writer specifically what effect a federa
tion of holiness churches would have on the future of the NHA, Bishop Boyd an
swered.
We do not know what the future will be for the NHA, The suggestion
of a federation of holiness churches came out of the NHA itself. The
NHA is sponsoring the committee to set up this conference next Decem
ber. It may be that in promoting such a federation the NHA will lose
itself and not be necessary in the future. This, however, we cannot say
at present. No one knows the answer to this question, 62
It is clear from Dr, Kindschi's presidential address to the NHA in Dallas in
April, 1966, and from NHA sponsorship of the 1966 federation conference, that the
primary task of the NHA today as viewed by the association's leadership is the
bringing about of some kind of union of the NHA denominations, This, of course,
reflects the changing character of the NHA today as compared with thirty or forty
years ago. Since the leadership of the NHA today is drown almost entirely from the
6lj. Sutherland Logon, interview with the writer, conducted as Asbury
Theological Seminary, Wilmore, Kentucky, October 21, 1965; Delbert R, Rose,
interview with the writer, conducted at Wilmore, Kentucky, March 9, 1966.
62Myron F. Boyd, personal letter to the writer, doted March 3, 1966.
63Supra, pp. 331-336.
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smaller holiness denominations, it is understandable that this leadership should be
primarily concerned with the ministry of the NHA to these denominations.
But the question needs to be asked whether there is to be any longer a
holiness witness to and within Methodism? Or does the NHA in promoting the'
unity of the holiness churches tacitly admit that it is never again to hove o minis
try to and within the Methodist Church?
In the judgment of the present writer the NHA should officially, delib
erately and carefully consider whether the NHA may yet be obleto hove a minis
try outside ond in addition to the now established holiness churches.
Perhaps Joseph H, Smith's admonition to the holiness movement is in es
sence OS relevant today as it was fifty years ago:
o.omoy 1 not submit two reasons�yes, three�which yet remain to
urge us to moke at least one more hopeful, concerted effort for the
spread of holiness in the great Methodist Churches of our time?
(1) They are the largest and most influential among the churches of
our country. (2) They hove the most people in their membership that
ore eligible to this experience. (3) They, of all the large churches,
hove the only true doctrine of sanctification, 64
Perhaps the day Is post when the Notional Holiness Association can hove
such o ministry. But the possibility needs to be considered. If it is not considered
then, in the judgment of this writer, it is likely the NHA will cease to render o
vital ministry once o union of holiness churches takes place.
Limits of Holiness Ecumenicity
Viewing the same concern for o holiness witness to major Protestantism from
64Smith, op. cit. , p. 42.
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the perspective of the holiness denominations themselves, the question arises:
What are, or should be, the limits of "holiness ecumenicity"? How for should the
unitive impulse carry the holiness churches? J. Sutherland Logon asks, where do
we stop? Do we form one large holiness church and stop there, or do we go on
to seek union with, soy, the Methodist Church ?65
It is abundantly clear from the attitude of the holiness churches toward the
ecumenical movement, as presented in the early port of this chapter, that at pres
ent the holiness churches would look with disfavor, if not horror, on the prospect
of a union with Methodism, But opinions and attitudes change and it is possible
that, should the holiness churches unite, in time there would be a union of the
united church with Methodism� for better or worse.
Even today there ore some who feel, as some prominent holiness leaders
of the post hove felt, that holiness people belong inside the larger churches, not
outside them, 66
There has been no force strong enough so far to keep the holiness people
inside Methodism and the other large churches. It may be the ecumenical move
ment will be such a force.
This question is one of those great imponderables of the future. But it
needs to be understood that it is o question which will become increasingly crucial
and insistent if and os a union of holiness churches occurs,
65Logan, loc, cit,
66Kenneth Kinghorn, personal conversation with the writer at Asbury
Theological Seminary, February, 1966,
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IVo ECUMENISM AND THE EVANGELICAL-FUNDAMENTALIST TENSION
It has been the purpose of this chapter to see the question of unity and
the holiness churches in the larger ecumenical perspective. It may be helpful
therefore at this point to relate unity and the holiness churches to what has come
to be known os the fundamentalist-evangelical controversy within conservative
Protestantism,
During the first half of this century the term "fundamentalist" was used to
describe those theologically conservative groups and individuals who believed in
the authority and infallibility of the Bible and in the fundamental doctrines of the
Christian faith. In the earlier port of the century fundamentalism was the con
servative side of the liberal-conservative controversy within Protestantism,
In more recent years, however, the tenns "evangelical," "new evangeli
cal," and "neo-evongel icol " have come into use in order to describe a type of
theological conservotivism which, while holding to the fundamentals of the faith,
wished to dissociate itself from certain attitudes and viewpoints common among
fundamentalists. So today there exists within conservative Protestantism a tension
between fundamentalists and evangelicals. ^7
Two books in particular may be cited which deal with this relatively new
development. The first is by Ronald H, Nosh and is entitled The New Evangel i-
calism,68 This is a cogent and readable presentation of the new evangelicalism,
67Ronald H. Nash, The New Evangelicalism (Grand Rapids: Zondervan
Publishing House, 1963), pp. 21-32.
68lbid., 183 pp.
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The second, which attempts to show the failures of the new evangelicalism from o
fundamentalist point of view is Robert P, Lightner's Neo- Evangel icol ism,
69
Lightner defines fundamentalism as
The movement which was born in the early part of the twentieth
century in opposition to and as a reaction against liberalism. It
strongly reemphasizes the fundamentals of historic Christianity. In
addition to other doctrines which were held to be basic and funda
mental the area of conflict centered around: (1) the inerrancy of
the Scripture, (2) the deity of Christ, (3) the virgin birth of Christ,
(4) the substitutionary atonement of Christ, and (5) the physical
resurrection and future bodily return of Christ. 70
Lightner holds that
Though the leaders of fundamentalism hove changed, the movement
still exists as a vibrant, reactionary movement. It has not died because
its original enemy has reproduced many followers who, in spite of their
orthodox disguise, are still the avowed enemies of Bible-revealed
Christianity. Its enemies are more numerous and subtle, hence, more
dangerous. Fundamentalism will not lay down the armour until the
enemy has been eternally captured by the King of kings and Lord of
lords. 71
It is pretty clear from his book that Lightner is including the new evangeli
cals among the "enemies of Bible-revealed Christianity."
From the evangelical point of view, fundamentalism may be defined as
follows:
In the narrow sense, "fundamentalism" is used today to refer to
the American reaction against religious modernism at the turn of this
69Robert P. Lightner, Neo- Evangelicalism (Findloy, Ohio: Dunham
Publishing Company, n. d.), 170 pp. This book was published before Nash's book
and is discussed by Nosh in The New Evangelicalism.
70lbid�, p� 17 71ibicl., p. 33.
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century that based its defense of orthodoxy on the fundamentals of
the faith, � � . one of the major arguments of evangelicalism. . . is
that contemporary fundamentalism has forfeited its right to be con
sidered the historic successor of the early fundamentalists. ^2
Though in their use so for the terms "fundomentolist" and "new evangeli
cal" seem to hove particular reference to those branches of Protestantism with on
essentially Colvinistic theology, ^3 j-he evangelical-fundamentalist controversy at
least runs parallel to certain developments within the holiness churches. The par
allel, in fact, is so striking that it merits considerably more study than con be given
here. 74
In general, it may be said that most of the holiness denominations, at
least ot the level of denominational leadership, appear to be in essential harmony
with the new evangelicalism in their basic attitudes toward themselves and toward
other groups. For instance, at the 1951 General Conference of the Free Methodist
Church the bishops spoke out against "rabid fundamentalist groups" that hove "o
tendency. to be emotionally hot and ethically cold. "75
Further, it appears that as the National Association of Evangelicals for the
most port represents the neo-evangel icol point of view, so the NHA represents the
neo-evangel icol point of view within the holiness movement.
72Nash, op. cit. , p. 16,
73e. g., Nash refers to "the Colvinistic neo-evangel icol ism of Clark and
Henr/" (Ibid., p, 162).
74See Chapter X, p. 375.
75Leslie R, Marston et al., "The Legacy and Responsibility of Free Meth
odism," The Free Methodist, LXXXIV (June 19, 1951), p. 12.
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There exists also on organization known as the independent Fundamental
Churches of America which does not cooperate with NAE because of NAE's so-
called "broad doctrinal positiono "^^ This organization also has its parallel within
the holiness movement in the Inter-Church Holiness Convention (IHC) which seems
to be o "counter-nucleotion" of the more radical groups and individuals in the
holiness movement in reaction to the NHA and which has no contact with the
NHAo77 The IHC is headed by a Wesleyan Methodist who has consistently op
posed proposed Wesleyan mergers. Others active in the IHC include former Free
Methodists and former Pilgrims who have left their denominations to form new sects
in the face of the growing "liberalism" among the holiness churches.
Basically the thinking of the IHC, which advocates "sweet radical holi
ness," conforms to that of Colvinistic fundamentalism except that the basic theology
is Arminion and Wesleyan, In attitudes toward the world, toward ecumenism, and
toward matters of schism and separation, those holiness people represented by the
IHC are fundamentalists.
Specking of present day fundamentalists Ronald Nash writes.
One of the prime "virtues" of the twentieth-century separatist is
theological pugnociousness. One can hear them speak proudly and
boastfully of their "militant fundamentalism," "uncompromising funda
mentalism," "fighting fundamentalism," and so on, ad nauseam. The
trouble is that these men ore often refusing to compromise on issues
that ore of secondary importance and the people they ore fighting ore
76Lightner, op. cit., p. 91.
77Cf. various issues of the I. H. Convention Herald, official publication
of the IHC.
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often those who simply refuse to follow their acceptance of these
minor issues. When there are no more liberals within range, they
don't stop fighting. The issues simply change. So they now chal
lenge oil those who refuse to concur with their belief, for example,
that the rapture takes place before the tribulation. 78
A review of the IHC!s Convention Herald shows this description is totally
applicable to the more radical elements in the holiness movement. 79
The evangelical-fundamentalist tension is found within the holiness move
ment, then, but with o Wesleyan-Arminion context. In the holiness churches it
cuts across denominational lines so that the tension is found within most of the NHA
denominations. It is this which is leading to what may be the re-olignment of holi
ness people in the near future noted in Chapter II.
The significance of this evangelical-fundamentalist tension within the holi
ness movement has to do with the holiness churches as seen in the larger ecumenical
perspective. Already the lines ore forming sufficiently so that one con see that in
any future ecumenical cooperation by the holiness churches beyond the bounds of the
holiness movement, the general trend will be parallel to that of evangelical Protes
tantism generally. The ecumenical thinking of the NAE and of Christianity Today,
for instance, will continue to be pretty much the thinking which will be generally
accepted by the holiness movement. The direction the new evangelicalism is moving
ecumenically is probably the direction the holiness churches will go. Only minor
elements of the holiness movement appear to run parallel to modern fundamentalism.
78Nash, o�. c[t. , p. 91.
79See also the United Hoi iness Sentinel, official organ of the newly-formed
United Holiness Church.
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The holiness movement, then, in the main, is moving owoy from fundamentalism
right along with the larger community of Protestant evangelicalism of which it is
a port. 80
Vo ECUMENICAL QUESTIONS FACING THE HOLINESS CHURCHES
Some of the matters considered in this chapter�and, in fact, whole thrust
of this thesis� raise certain ecumenical questions for the holiness churches. Basi
cally these questions concern four aspects of the relationship of the holiness churches
to the ecumenical movement: (1) basic attitude toward the ecumenical movement,
(2) ecumenicol cooperation, (3) basic attitudes toward Christian unity, and (4) the
extent of unity. Numbers one and three ore more foundational and numbers two and
four more of a corollary nature,
Basic Attitude Toward the Ecumenical Movement
Here the essential question facing the holiness churches is: What should be
our attitude toward the ecumenical movement?
This question, of course, has particular reference to the first section of
this chapter where it was seen that at least some commonly accepted attitudes toward
the ecumenical movement on the part of holiness people ore not solidly based on fact.
Especially is this true of the commonly accepted view that the major aim of the ecu-
SOAlthough it h as not been dealt with here, certain parallels between
fundamentalism and sectarianism, and evangelicalism and the church-type, ore
recognizable. At least at the level of basic attitudes and ways of thinking there
seems to be a correspondence between the evangelical-fundamentalist tension and
the sect-church continuum.
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menical movement is a world churcho
No attempt is mode here to answer this basic question. Some cautions
may be raised, however, to prevent a too-shallow answero
lo The answer should be based on on acquaintance with the literature of
the ecumenical movement. Writing on the ecumenical movement by conservatives,
even in such books as the NAE-sponsored symposium. The Dynamics of Christian
Unity, 81 often betrays only a casual acquaintance with ecumenical literature, or
ot best "proof-texting" from ecumenical sources in order to substantiate precon
ceived assumptions about the ecumenical movement. The holiness churches need
students of the ecumenical movement to interpret accurately and sympathetically
the movement to the holiness people so they may develop a solidly based attitude
toward the movement. Such on acquaintance with ecumenical literature might in
fact substantiate existing basic attitudes toward the movement. But it is certain that
ot least some points altered attitudes would be required,
2, The answer should not be based on the assumption that "ecumenical"
and "liberal" con be equated. Such on assumption is unfair and requires one to
prejudge many whose theological beliefs ore unknown to him. It is also unfair be
cause it is too convenient: it allows one comfortably to dismiss the matter without
examining the facts,
3� The answer must be in honnony with the doctrine of perfect love. Paul
8IW. Stanley Mooneyham, The Dynamics of Christian Unity (Grand Rapids:
Zondervan Publishing use, 1963), ;116pp.
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says love "thinketh no evil<."82 \^ honnony with the theology they preach, there
fore, holiness churches must not assign the worst possible motives to ecumenical
leaders but rather the best possible motives in the light of the evidence.
Ecumenical Cooperation
The basic question here is: Should the holiness churches cooperate with
the ecumenical movement? The question takes in view cooperation in local coun
cils of churches, membership in the National and World Councils, and other forms
of cooperation such os social concernso
The answer to this question must, of course, be based upon the underlying
attitude toward the ecumenical movement. But some additional aspects of this
specific question may be noted.
There ore many advantages, for Instance, to cooperating in a local council
of churches program, Robert Lee notes that In such cooperation
Not only is there widespread acceptance of sociological tools for
survey, but experience reveals that community surveys done by a
council ore less expensive and more manageable. After on area
has been surveyed by three or four different religious groups, the
residents will understandably refuse to co-operate on the fifty query.
Church directories and various types of handbooks, published by
local councils, respond to the need for information, in view of the
complexities of organizational life in o community. The handbooks
typically contain resources for referral agencies, including psychiatric
clinics, family counseling, adoption services, homes for the aged,
and other references within the enlarged scope of the present-day
minister's functions. S3
82l Corinthians 13: 5 (KJV).
S^Robert Lee, The Social Sources of Church Unity (New York: Abingdon
Press, I960), p. 137.
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There may well be valid arguments against such cooperation, but the
orguments pro and con need to be given a fair hearing.
So also with the sensitive question of membership in the Notional Council
of Churches, Holiness churches may be justified in their indignation at statements
occasionally mode by NCC spokesmen, but that alone does not settle the question.
It needs to be asked whether the holiness churches hove rationally considered exact
ly what NCC membership would mean, or whether emotional factors, such as feor
of the denunciations of some fundamentalists, hove ployed on unduly large port.
It must be noted that, contrary to what is often implied by conservatives,
cooperation with the NCC is not synonymous with doctrinal compromise. Holding
back from NCC membership must be justified on some other grounds than that mem
bership would mean acceptance of a world church based on inadequate doctrine.
The foregoing should not be understood as necessarily advocating NCC
membership. It is merely on attempt to clear the ground for a sound basis on which
to decide whether or not cooperation with the ecumenical movement is wise.
Basic Attitude Toward Christian Unity
Here the essential question is: What should be the attitude of the holiness
churches toward Christian unity? Or, in other words, in the light of ecumenical
thinking on unity, how should holiness people interpret the oneness spoken of in the
Bible?
Is it sufficiently deep thinking to soy the only unity Christ wants for his
church on earth is o spiritual, invisible unity? Paul L. Kindschi has suggested that
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Ft is noto84 Likewise Lesslie Newbigin in his provocative little book Is Christ
Divided? argues.
There is, unfortunately, a loose use of the word "spiritual" which
enables people in ordinary speech to put asunder the two things which
Scripture unites� the one body and the one Spirit, People talk of a
"spiritual unity" as something separate from unity in one body. It is
often difficult to know what this means. Sometimes it means o feeling
of unity which con express itself in occasional courtesies, or in occa
sional joint demonstrations, but Is not strong enough to stand the strain
of living together in one body. When people ore content with this,
feeling degenerates Into sentimentality. When Paul speaks about "one
Spirit" he Is talking about something far removed from this. He is
talking of the one Holy Spirit of God given to believers. And he links
this indissolubly with "one body," because the proper fruit of the
presence of the Spirit of God is a love that Is not sentimental but strong
and enduring and patient as the love of Christ Himself. Such love ex
presses itself in more than occasional demonstrations. It expresses it
self in a deep and enduring commitment to one another to live as
brethren In one family. If we think that a "spiritual unity" which is
content with mere feeling and does not seek visible expression In that
kind of steady and enduring commitment, is on adequate expression
of our unity in Christ, we deceive ourselves, 85
Probably the biggest problem for the holiness churches in this area is simply
this: What is the Church? Who ore in the Church? Is o particular church as a
church port of the Church if many of its members ore not actually converted? And
how can one know which churches are apostate and which are not? It is o problem,
largely, of ecclesiology. There can be little agreement as to the kind of unity
Christ wills until there is some agreement as to the nature of the Church,
This Is an area, then, where some profound theological issues ore involved.
84PauI L. Kindschi, "One In Christ," presidential address to the National
Holiness Association, Dallas, Texas, April 13, 1966,
S5Lesslie Newbigin, Is Christ Divided? (Grand Rapids: Eerdmons
Publishing Company, 1961), pp. 16-17,
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These issues have for the post number of years been wrestled with by ecumenical
thinkers; it is time some in the holiness churches deal with this basic question of
Christian unity from on avowedly Wesleyan-Arminion point of view, and with o
background of acquaintance with the new ecumenical literature on this subject.
Extent of Unity
The final ecumenical question facing the holiness churches is: How for
should moves toward unity go? What is the extent of the unity being sought by the
holiness churches?
This question relates especially to the earlier discussion of this chapter
concerning the churches and the holiness witness. For the crucial focus of this
question for the holiness churches is, does a union of the holiness churches
exhaust
the possibilities of the unity we seek?
This is a question, of course, which cannot really be answered this for in
advance of the possibility of its arising. But it is on ever-present background ques
tion when unity moves are undertaken. And it would perhaps be well If some holi
ness thinkers were to consider the advantages and disadvantages of an independent
holiness voice as compared to o reunion with the larger Protestant churches. Perhaps
the widespread belief that o holiness witness could not be maintained with the
Meth
odist Church today is a too uncritical assumption. In any cose, the question is there.
But a more basic aspect of this matter concerns the degree of openness on
the part of the holiness churches to whatever, in the will of God,
the future may
hold. Is a controlled ecumenicity really o Christian ecumenicity? Even though it
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might be with somewhat different assumptions, perhaps the holiness churches need
more of an attitude like that expressed by Lesslie Newbigin:
None of us knows exactly what we ought to do, exactly what kind
of unity He wonts foruso Only He can show us. But we do know�un
less we shut our eyes� that these divisions ore contrary to His will, and
that we ought to repent of them and turn together to Him, When we do
that. He will surely use us to fulfill His purpose of drawing all men to
Himselfo 86
Newbigin is assuming here, of course, something which most leaders in
the holiness churches would not accept�namely, that separate denominational en
tities ore, in and of themselves, sinful, since they fragmentize the Church, But
the essential point remains that all churches, not least the holiness churches, must
be open to whatever God has for them in the way of ecumenical cooperation, 87
Summary
If and as the holiness churches move into greater unity with each other they
will discover in a way they do not as yet realize that the matter of unity and the
holiness churches is integrally related to many ecumenical questions. Ecumenical
questions which will, and to an extent already ore, focing the holiness churches
ore: (1) What should be our attitude toward the ecumenical movement? (2) Should
the holiness churches cooperate with the ecumenical movement? (3) What should
be our attitude toward Christian unity? And, (4) how far should moves toward
unity go?
86|bid,, p. 10.
87cf. Gerald Kennedy, "The Church and Unity," The Christian Century,
LXXVIIl (February 8, 1961), pp. 170-172.
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VI. PROSPECTS
The questions raised and discussed in this chapter do not reveal what may
be expected in the way of the relationship of the holiness churches to the ecumeni
cal movement. in the years to come. There are some signs, however, which seem to
indicate the direction the holiness churches are moving.
Basically, on the basis of a new impulse toward unity, the development of
o holiness ecumenical thinking, and the alliance of the holiness movement with the
vitality of evangelicalism generally, it appears the holiness churches are moving in
the direction of o greater openness toward ecumenicity generally. And the whole
question is also to be placed, of course, within the context of the sect-to-church
continuum whereby a less self-conscious, sectarian character is developing.
It may be there ore forces at present unforeseen which will alter the di
rection of movement. However, on the basis of all the factors known to be working
together to bring about a greater openness, it should not be thought surprising if in
the coming years (1) several of the holiness churches merge, (2) the possibility of
a union with the Methodist Church is seriously considered by one or more holiness
churches, and (3) several of the holiness churches, or a merged holiness church,
begin to cooperate with the Notional or World Council of Churches while at the
some time maintaining affiliation with the National Association of Evangelicals,
Perhaps developments will occur within the ecumenical movement which
will drastically alienate the holiness churches. But if not, the prospects suggested
above would not be surprising, given a period of several decades. Whether such
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developments would or would not be in the best interest of spreading scriptural
holiness it is not the task of this study to decide.
CHAPTER IX
MAJOR CONCLUSIONS OF THIS STUDY
In this stud/ "Unity and the Holiness Churches" has been token in o rather
broad perspective in order that some of the less obvious ramifications of the subject
might be seen.
This task now having come to completion, the task of the present chapter
is to state in concise form the major conclusions which hove been drown incidentally
throughout this study and additional conclusions which may be distilled from the
study.
The procedure will be to present the major conclusions under the major con
cerns of this study as reflected in the chapter titles. However chapters IV, V, and
VI ore grouped under the one title, "merger negotiations."
The major conclusions of this study, then, ore grouped under the subjects,
(1) history of the holiness movement, (2) past and present moves toward unity, (3)
merger negotiations, (4) basic problems, and (5) the larger ecumenical perspective.
I. HISTORY OF THE HOLINESS MOVEMENT
The review of the history of the holiness movement presented in Chapter II
suggests the following general conclusions:
lo Several of the present day denominations affiliated with the Notional
Holiness Association arose during the period 1880-1930 as on outgrowth of holiness
revivalism within American Methodism or of the influence of Methodist holiness re-
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vivalism on other denominations, such as the Mennonites and the Friends. Fre
quently new holiness sects come into being as regional, state, and local holiness
associations arose and then gradually moved toward independency, A number of
the holiness sects formed in this manner consolidated into such churches as the
Pilgrim Holiness Church and the Church of the Nazarene. Notable exceptions to
this general pattern were the Wesleyan Methodist Church and the Free Methodist
Church, which come into being as a result of schisms in the Methodist Episcopal
Church between 1830 and 1860, and the Solvation Army.
2, in general the holiness churches in their origin and development ap
pear, on the basis of a preliminary survey of their history, to hove demonstrated the
characteristics of the sect-type of religious organization as set forth by Ernst
Troeltsch and hove moved along the sect-to-church continuum, following the pat
tern of change outlined by H. Richard Niebuhr and Listen Pope, While most of the
holiness churches now- affiliated with the NHA seem never to hove been sects in the
most extreme sense, sectarian characteristics were present. Gradually many of the
sect characteristics hove faded and most of the NHA denominations are today be
coming fully churches. While the above analysis seems to the present writer to be
valid on the basis of the material presented in Chapter 11, it should be understood
that this is o tentative conclusion which would require investigation beyond the
scope of this study to fully validate.
3. Despite similarities among the holiness churches, there have been sig
nificant differences. Particularly, the issues leading to the formation of these groups
were not always the some. Thus in their origin the new sects tended to react against
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the parent church at different points. The present diversity in polity among these
groups, for example, is related to issues in the formation of these sects.
4. The issues and factors in the origin of the various holiness sects hove
been sufficiently diverse that it is not possible to attribute the origin of these
groups to any one factor nor to conclude that the formation of these groups con
always be attributed to the short-sightedness, ambition, or even desire of those who
formed them.
5. The period from 1930 to the present has seen a significant change in
the role of the Notional Holiness Association. With the rise and establishment of
the various holiness churches the NHA has come to be primarily a fraternity of holi
ness denominations rather than primarily on organ for furthering the holiness witness
within Methodism.
6. Social and religious factors at work in America today ore bringing a
commonality among the holiness churches which is furthering the tendency toward
unity and cooperation among these groups. The holiness churches hove definitely
not remained untouched by the winds of ecumenicity,
'
II. PAST AND PRESENT MOVES TOWARD UNITY
1, There is a new impulse toward unity and union among the NHA churches.
At least twenty-two mergers involving NHA-affilioted churches hove been attempted
or consummated. Of these, thirteen have occurred since 1950. Further evidence of
this new unity impulse con be seen in the significant new areas of cooperation within
the holiness movement, particularly in interdenominational associations, publishing.
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education, and missionso
2, The Notional Holiness Association has fomnally assumed the task of
attempting to bring the holiness churches closer together and is sponsoring a con
ference on church federation in late 1966. This is a further evidence of the new
impulse toward unity and union within the holiness movement,
III, MERGER NEGOTIATIONS
Free Methodist - Wesleyan Methodist Negotiations
1, The Free Methodist - Wesleyan Methodist merger negotiations between
1943 and 1955 were thorough and generally well conducted,
2. At the beginning the major obstacles to union appear to hove been
(1) mutual ignorance and (2) differences in polity. Differences in polity which were
especially crucial concerned (1) the general superintendency, (2) pastoral place
ment, (3) denominational schools.
3, In the union proposal as finally embodied in the proposed discipline for
a united church it appears that the Wesleyans conceded more than did the Free Meth
odists. However the union proposal in no sense represented a radical departure for
either church from the polity they had already had,
4, Debate over the proposed merger was extensive within the Wesleyan
Methodist Church and virtually non-existent within Free Methodism,
5, Arguments advanced for merger were of a general and confirmatory na
ture rather than specific or polemical. In contrast the opposing arguments were more
polemical and propagondistic, often employing emotion-loden language and over-
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generalizationo
6. The opposition to merger expressed in the merger debate probably
played a significant role in halting negotiations. The arguments of "episcopacy"
and "centralization of power" were probably particularly influential.
7o This merger attempt failed primarily because of two immediate and
four underlying factors. The immediate factors were (1) feor of episcopacy and
(2) fear of schism. Underlying factors were (1) differences in polity, (2) differ
ences in denominational self-image, (3) difference in size, and (4) differences in
sectness.
8. The factors working both for and against union in the Free Methodist
and Wesleyan Methodist churches today allow a guarded optimism toward the possi
bility of an eventual union of these two churches, since it appears the negative
factors ore becoming less powerful and the positive factors ore increasing in signifi
cance. But there are imponderable factors which moke the future largely inscrutable.
United Missionary - Evangelical Methodist Negotiations
1. It appears the pending merger between the United Missionary Church
and the Evangelical Methodist Church will not be consummated,
2. Major obstacles to union were differences in doctrine, standards, polity,
and, especially, differing views toward merger generally. While the first three of
these factors were largely overcome through negotiations. It appears that the higher
degree of ecclesiocentrism, or denominational self-oworeness and self-centeredness,
on the port of the Evangelical Methodists is the factor which will prevent merger.
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3� The basis on which it has been proposed to unite these two churches
shows a willingness to moke reasonable compromises on the port of both churches.
4. The eventual merger of these two churches does not seem likel/ un
less it is via. a multidenominotional union in the future. However it does appear
likely the United M.ssionory Church will unite with some other church or churches
in the not distant future, as this church demonstrates o desire for such a union.
Wesleyan Methodist - Pilgrim Holiness Negotiations
lo Negotiations between the Wesleyan Methodist Church and the Pilgrim
Holiness Church hove proceeded more rapidly than did the Free Methodist - Wes
leyan Methodist negotiations.
2, The merger debate, as was true in the Free Methodist - Wesleyan
Methodist negotiations, was most extensive among the Wesleyons. Generally the
arguments favoring merger were stronger and more specific than was true in 1955
among the Wesleyans. The opposing arguments were similar in thought and language
to those set forth in 1955.
3. The major obstacles to o merger of the Wesleyan Methodist and Pilgrim
Holiness churches today seems to be (1) mutual ignorance, (2) fear of centraliza
tion of power, (3) fear of schism, and (4) ecclesiocentrism.
4. There ore some grounds for optimism concerning the Wesleyan-Pilgrim
merger; however the extent to which opposition to merger could build up within the
Wesleyan Methodist Church prior to the 1966 general conferences cannot be estimated
Should the 1966 merger attempt not succeed, however, it appears likely that further
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cooperation and perhaps union of the two churches might still come about.
General Conclusions Concerning Merger
In addition to the above conclusions several general conclusions concern
ing mergers of holiness churches may be drown from the studies of the three merger
attempts presented in this thesis.
1. Generally it would seem to be wiser, in merger negotiations, to vote
on merger on the basis of a brief but carefully prepared basis of union, rather than
o full discipline. If a full discipline is prepared, when voting takes place dele
gates must vote for the entire discipline if they wish to vote for merger, whereas
they might not approve of oil the provisions of the proposed discipline. Presumably
some who favored merger would vote against it because they did not approve of the
proposed basis. Therefore, it would be better to make the basis for union as brief and
simple OS possible, leaving most of the details to be worked out later. This is essen
tially the procedure being following in the current Wesleyan-Pilgrim merger con
siderations.
2. When the two denominations participating in merger talks ore not dras
tically different in size, it would be better to treat both churches as equals rather
than trying to work out proportional representation on church boards and for general
church offices. This would be more sensible because denominations ore more than
on aggregate of people; they also represent certain traditions and common practices
and beliefs. Such on approach of equality also has the practical advantage of creat
ing o more favorable attitude toward the merger on the part of the smaller church.
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3. Considering the extent of mutual ignorance and prejudice that exists
between the holiness denominations, churches contemplating merger would do well
to attack more effectively and seriously this problem. Perhaps a special joint
committee should be set up to work with, but separate from, the joint commission,
Fpr this task is equally important as that of working out a basis for union.
4, Careful attention iiou Id be given to the matter of procedure for voting
on merger at the general conference. There should be safeguards so that one vote
token in a moment of high emotion could not kill further progress toward union, A
possible solution might be to present to the general conference a proposed proce
dure which would be followed when the actual merger vote was to be taken. Such
o procedure might provide that if more than half but less than two-thirds of the
delegates voted favorably the question would automatically come up for considera
tion ot a later sitting. Or it could be decided before the actual vote on merger
that, should the vote be unfavorable, merger negotiations would be continued for
another quadrennium. Another possibility might be to separate the question of
merger itself from any particular basis of merger: vote first on the question, "Shall
we merge?" and then on the question, "On what basis shall we merge?"
5. Finally, it appears likely that a federation of holiness churches could
well be an effective step toward merger. Cooperation through federation would
allow the holiness churches to get better acquainted, cooperate in many programs,
unite some ministries� in short, accomplish some of the tasks o merger itself would
require�while ot the some time maintaining their individual identities.
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IV. BASIC PROBLEMS
1. Factors which currently ore or may be expected to become major
problems to increased unity among the holiness churches are (1) doctrine, (2)
prudentials, (3) polity, (4) institutionalism, (5) ecclesiocentrism, (6) socio
economic differences, (7) mutual ignorance and prejudice, (8) comparative size,
and (9) danger of schism.
2. Doctrine will probably only emerge as a crucial problem in the event
o holiness denomination attempts to unite with a church which is outside the NHA,
3. Prudentials will probably be on issue in future negotiations but will
likely not be crucial enough to prevent merger,
4, While polity appears to be one of the more basic issues in the unity
question, it probably will be of decreasing importance as time passes since the holi
ness denominations seem to be moving toward a common polity with the passage of
time. Polity will not be on insurmountable obstacle to union when a sufficiently
broad will to unite has developed,
5, A number of problems of an institutional nature unavoidably arise when
union is considered. Although it is difficult to evaluate the significance of such
factors, it can be predicted they will ploy o prominent port in any future merger
considerations,
6. Ecclesiocentrism appears to be a basic problem in the question of unity,
particularly os it shows itself in an unwillingness to give up denominational identity
for the soke of union and as a feor of compromising existing purity.
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7. Socio-economic differences may be considered to be on underlying
factor in the unity question. It is sufficiently complex and yet sufficiently im
portant that it should receive further study.
8. Mutual ignorance and prejudice remain a basic obstacle to the unity
of the holiness churches. Forms of interdenominational cooperation short of merger
probably would work to break down such ignorance and prejudice,
9, Comparative size tends to work against mergers, usually in the fonn of
o feor on the port of the smaller group of being "swallowed up." Considering merg
er on the basis of the principle of equality should tend to alleviate this problem.
10, The danger and the fear of schism is, and probably will continue to
be,: a major problem to unity. Some schisms appear likely in some of the NHA de
nominations regardless of the unity question, however, and there may come a re
alignment of holiness people into the main body now within the holiness churches
and o smaller body which through schism will form its own sect or sects. If such a
re-olignment occurs the schisms bringing it about may actually further the progress
of unity moves in the main branches of the holiness movement.
1 1, These basic problems are areas where further study might moke o con
tribution to the question of unity and the holiness churches,
V, THE LARGER ECUMENICAL PERSPECTIVE
1, In general, the holiness churches appear to hove on attitude of dis
favor or disapproval toward the ecumenical movement. So for as writing in denomi
national organs of the holiness churches is concerned, this seems to be based largely
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on the belief that the goal of the ecumenical movement is the amalgamation of all
churches into one world church.
2� A review of the relevant materials does not support the view that the
ecumenical movement is seeking to establish one world church, although there
appears to be on implicit assumption on the part of ecumenical organizations that
mergers ore commendable.
3. Unity moves among the holiness churches are actually a port of the
whole ecumenical movement, the impulse for such moves coming from some of the
same factors which hove given rise to the ecumenical movement generally. Unity
moves among the holiness churches are thus on expression of ecumenism.
4. There is developing within the holiness movement a "holiness ecu
menicity," that is, on ecumenical thinking specifically related to the holiness
churches.
5. A crucial question confronting the holiness movement today concerns
the role of the Notional Holiness Association: Is the NHA ever again to have the
ministry of a holiness witness to the Methodist Church? Or is the NHA to confine
its ministry to the holiness denominations which ore now affiliated with NHA? This
question is especial ly crucial in the light of the prospect of a federation of holiness
churches.
6. The main body of the holiness movement today is more in sympathy with
the evangelical, as distinct from the fundamentalist, interpretation of conservative
Christianity, However there is a division within the holiness movement today roughly
corresponding to the evangelical-fundamentalist tension in conservative Calvlnistic
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circleso This means that a greater cleavage between these iwo groups in the holi
ness movement may conceivably come and ecumenical thinking in the main body of
the holiness movement will probably develop along the lines of ecumenical think
ing in contemporary evangelical circleso
7o There ore four basic ecumenical questions facing the holiness churches
today: (1) What should be the attitude toward the ecumenical movement? (2) Should
the holiness churches cooperate with the ecumenical movement? (3) What should
be the attitude toward unity? (4) To what extent should unity go?
8o In particular the holiness churches need to objectively evaluate, from
the perspective of a knowledge of the ecumenical literature, whether or not they
should continue to cut themselves off so completely from established ecumenical
agencieso
9o The future may see greater ecumenical cooperation and interest on the
port of the holiness churches.
10. Inasmuch as little study has been done on the subject of unity and the
holiness churches further studies in several of the aspects of this problem covered in
this thesis would be valuable.
These conclusions represent the major findings of this study. The evidence
on which each conclusion is based may be studied by reviewing the chapter to which
It relates.
CHAPTER X
SUGGESTIONS FOR FURTHER STUDY
It has been the intention of this study to investigate rather broadly the
matter of unity and the holiness churches, especially since little work has been
done in this areoo
Such on approach runs the risk of lock of depth, and this lock has been
noted at various points throughout the study. These areas of weakness in particular
ore points where further investigation could well be undertaken.
Viewing the seven major chapters of this study in retrospect, the present
writer suggests the following studies which might be undertaken in the general area
of unity and the holiness churches,
!l, HISTORY OF THE HOLINESS MOVEMENT
Sect and Church
Various studies could be undertaken to more fully qaply the sect-type and
church-type classifications to the holiness churches. Specifically:
1, One of the holiness denominations could be studied, or two of them
could be compared, as to their sectarian character today. This could be done by
means of a carefully prepared survey, using established research and statistical pro
cedures, of laymen, ministers, and denominational officials, possible employing
the twenty-one point scale used by Listen Pope in his study of Gastonia, North Car-
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olina. 1
2o The movemeni' of any one of the holiness churches along the sect-
church continuum during its history could be studied in detail o A careful study of
denominational literature from the time of origin on should provide a sufficient
basis for such a study. Again, Pope's twenty-one points could be used.
3. Sect-type and church-type also suggest the matter of socio-economic
differences between the holiness denominations. These churches could profitably
be compared according to socio-economic factors. This would hove relevance for
the matter of unity.
4. Another related problem has to do with the matter of the rural-urban
division in the holiness movement� to what extent has there been such a division?
The extent to which some of the holiness churches originally were and hove remained
essentially rurol churches could profitably be studied.
Rise of Holiness Sects
The whole matter of the rise of holiness sects between 1880 and 1930 de
serves more study than it has been given. Not all these sects developed into the
some type of denomination. Why? What similarities and differences attended the
movement from holiness association to holiness sect in various places throughout the
United States? To what extent has the geographical location of new sects�particu
larly whether they were rural or urban� been related to the growth of these sects?
^Liston Pope, Millhands and Preachers, A Study of Gastonia (New Haven:
Yale Universiiy Press, 1942), pp. 122-124.
~ ~"
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Role of NHA
The role of the Notional Holiness Association, past, present and future,
could well receive further study.
II. PAST AND PRESENT MOVES TOWARD UNITY
Regarding post and present moves toward unity, some of the areas of in
terdenominational cooperation mentioned in Chapter III could be analyzed further.
Also the movement toward a federation of holiness churches deserves continuing
study,
III, FREE METHODIST - WESLEYAN METHODIST NEGOTIATIONS
Some of the more crucial factors leading to the failure of the Free Metho
dist - Wesleyan Methodist negotiations could be studied in more detail than has been
done here. Also the study of the presence of some of the some factors today might
be helpful. For Instance, o study by means of a questionnaire to discover the reality
of the current denominational self-image among the Wesleyan Methodist might be
of some value,
IV, UNITED MISSIONARY - EVANGELICAL METHODIST NEGOTIATIONS
On the basis of further research it would be possible to give a more full
account of the United Missionary - Evangelical Methodist merger attempt than has
been given here. Such o study would be appropriate following the actual termina
tion of negotiations.
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V. WESLEYAN METHODIST - PILGRIM HOLINESS NEGOTIATIONS
The Wesleyan Methodist - Pilgrim Holiness merger attempt should receive
further attention once its outcome is decided, A more thorough analysis of reasons
for failure or success than has been presented here should be undertaken.
VI. BASIC PROBLEMS
Further investigation into the nine basic problems suggested in Chapter VII
could be undertoken os follows:
Doctrine
A detailed comparison of the official doctrinal position of each of the NHA
denominations would reveal in what areas differences exist, how great the differences
ore, and how serious a factor doctrine will be in future unitive moves. Such a study
might actually undertake the writing of o doctrinal statement which might be occept-
oble to all the NHA churches.
Prudentials
A similar study to that suggested above could be made regarding prudentials.
But such o study would hove to take into consideration the extent to which pruden
tials ore adhered to in each church and the speed with which the thinking of the
denominations is changing on this matter.
Polity
A significant comparative study could be undertaken in regard to polity.
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The study should include not only o point-by-point comparison of the holiness de
nominations but also a consideration of the basic philosophy and principles behind
each fomi of polity. Such on approach might reveal on underlying similoriiy in
the actual operation of the various church governments which is presently disguised
by dissimilar terms and procedures.
Institutionalism
Additional study relating various institutional problems to the holiness
churches is needed. Such a study would be difficult and would require rather ex
tensive background study concerning social organization generally. Relatively new
studies in institutionalism from the standpoint of ecumenism, such as Institutionalism
and Church Unity, ^ should also be token into consideration in such a study.
Ecclesiocentrism
The factor of ecclesiocentrism in relation to the problem of unity needs to
be clarified and more preceisely defined. A scale could be devised and adminis
tered to a sampling of individuals in several holiness denominations which would
give o fairly accurate measure of the degree of ecclesiocentrism in each church,
Sjch o study, if carefully thought through and administered, could be very helpful
in determining the likely outcome of particular merger attempts,
A study relating ecclesiocentrism to sectness also would be helpful. Again,
2Nils Ehrenstrom and Walter G, Muelder (eds.), Institutionalism and Church
Unity (New York: Association Press, 1963), 378 pp.
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a survey mighi- be the best tool for such o study, A properly devised scole might
show whether high ecclesiocentrism olwoys accompanies high sectness, or Whether
o denomination con be highly sectarian and yet not highly ecclesiocentric,
Socio-Economic Differences
It has already been suggested in this chapter that o study of socio-econom
ic differences among the NHA denominations might well be undertaken. These de
nominations could be compared as to present socio-economic status, degree of dif
ference in socio-economic status within a particular denomination, or comparative
change of two or more denominations over o specified period of time. Data for such
a study might include, among other things, records of pastoral income, location and
valuation of church property, quality and type of appeal of denominational litera
ture, worship proctices, extent of education and occupational status of membership,
and educational level of the clergy.
Mutual Ignorance and Prejudice
Here again a study by means of surveys would be instructive. The extent
of ignorance and prejudice of two denominations toward each other could be meas
ured and, in the opinion of this writer, the results would be rather surprising. Such
o survey conducted at the beginning of a period of merger negotiations could be
invaluable in assisting the two churches to dispel such ignorance and prejudice.
Such o study would, of course, be inherently related to ecclesiocentrism and the
two factors could be made ports of o larger study of denominational attitudes toward
merger and toward issues affecting merger.
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Compgrafrive Size
Attitudes concerning comporotive size could be included in such o study
OS thot just suggested, above.
Danger of Schism
1. A study of denominational attitudes presumably could be structured in
such o way as to give some indication of the likelihood of schism in the event of
merger,
2. Another type of study which could be helpful would be o study of one
or more of the recent schisms in NHA denominations. Such o study could include
factors leading up to schism, identification of danger signs, general effects of
schism on the parent church, and actual causes of the schism. A study of this type
might hove real relevance to the question of unity and the holiness churches,
3. Along this same line, the hypothesis that there is coming a re-olignment
of holiness people more or less along rural-urban, radical-progressive lines could be
tested as o separate study.
Additional Studies of Basic Problems
In addition to the suggestions noted above, studies which would investigate
the various problems involved in attempting to unite the holiness churches could be
most helpful. Specifically:
1. A carefully prepared "synthesis proposal" for uniting the holiness
churches could be the object of o separate study. The aim would be not merely to
build o patchwork polity from existing church structures but rather to distill out the
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underlying principles of each denomination's polity and then build a consistent
church polity on the basis of these principles. Such a synthesis proposal could be
helpful, at least in a suggestive way, to churches considering merger,
2. The crucial problem of combining programs of higher education when
two denominations merge should receive considerable study. A comparative study
of the educational programs of selected holiness denominations and some suggestions
for combining these programs could be attempted,
3. Similar studies might be worthwhile in other areas which would be af
fected by merger. Youth program, evangelism through mass communication, pub
lishing program, and general evangelism ore possible areas of study.
4. The problem involved in uniting churches at the conference and local
levels would be o legitimate subject for further investigation.
VII. THE LARGER ECUMENICAL PERSPECTIVE
1. A fuller analysis of the strengths and weaknesses of the evangelical
position toward the ecumenical movement than was given in Chapter Vlll would meet
o real need.
2. An analysis of the Solvation Army's participation in the ecumenical
movement, or of ecumenical participation on the port of other evangelical groups,
might be highly instructive for the holiness churches.
3. As suggested earlier in this chqDter, a study of the role of the NHA,
and especially its future role in relation to Methodism, would be helpful.
4. A careful analysis of the advantages and disadvantages of on eventual
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union of the holiness churches with the larger Protestant churches, particularly
with Methodism, is needed. This issue is going to become increasingly crucial in
coming years, and its outcome should be prepared for in advance by clear thinking
and writing.
5, The relationship between the holiness movement and the contemporary
evangelical-fundamentalist tension deserves further study beyond that given it in
this thesis. Particularly the similarity between fundamentalism, as primarily o
Colvinistic phenomenon, and those elements in the holiness movement which pro-
cloim "sweet radical holiness" could be studied with profit.
6. Each of the ecumenical questions facing the holiness churches today
demands o great deal of further study. These are crucial and pressing questions and
coll for careful studies which con provide some answers. The observations con
cerning these questions given in the discussion of these questions in Chapter Vlll
could furnish the guidelines for such studies. ^
Supra, pp. 346-354.
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APPENDIX A
PRELIMINARY QUESTIONNAIRE
AND ACCOMPANYING LETTER
Asbury Theological Seminary
Wilmore, Kentucky i4.0390
November 8, 196^
I am presently engaged in research for a thesis concerning
interdenominational cooperation and merger negotiations within
the holiness movement. There are some aspects of this
subject which necessitate my appealing directly to you for
assistance,
I will be grateful if you can find it possible to take a few
moments to answer the accompanying brief questionnaire. I
hesitate to make this request, appreciating your heavy schedule,
but I know of no other way to obtain this information. This is
not merely a poll or survey; I need your- answers in order to
determine in what directions my research should proceed.
The questions can be answered in the space provided on the
questionnaire, or on the back.
Thank you very much for your cooperation in this matter. I
pray that this project can make some contribution to the
task of spreading scriptural holiness.
Howard A. Snyder
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APPENDIX A QUESTIONNAIRE
COOPERATION AND MERGERS AMONG THE HOLINESS CHURCHES
1. Has your denomination ever merged with another denomination?
(Please specify any such mergers.)
2. Has your denomination participated in unsuccessful attempts at
merger in the past? When, and with what denominations?
3. Are you presently engaged in merger negotiations or conversatic
with any other denomination(s) ? Which?
k.. Would you say the question of possible merger with another
denoraination(s) is a live issue within your denomination?
5. How would you describe the general attitude of yoior denomi
nation toward the question of possible merger with another
denomination of similar doctrinal position? Favorable?
Unfavorable?
6, Please direct me to sources for primary information regarding
merger negotiations in which your denomination may have par
ticipated or is participating, or to a denominational officer
who could provide such information.
7. Are you now actively cooperating with another denomination(s)
in any part of your total program (e.g., missions, publication,
education)? In what ways?
8, Any additional comments:
Thank Youl
APPENDIX B
MEMBERSHIP OF NHA-AFFILIATED DENOMINATIONS
Inclusive
Church Pastors Average
Membership No. of Having Local
Denomination Year (U.S.) Churches Charges Membership
. . 1963 7,578 155 145 49
Churches of Christ in Christian
. . 1964 6,980 225 220 31
. . 1963 8,041 139 152 58
. . 1964 58,164 1,159 1,150 50
. . (No statistics available)
Ohio Yearly Meeting of Friends � � . . 1963 6,784 90 88 75
. . 1964 33,165 991 927 33
Rocky Mountain Yearly Meeting
� . (No statistics available)
. . 1964 264,910 1,234 2,343 21
. . 1963 11,013 215 194 51
. . 1964 47,683 1,083 1,085 44
444,318 5,291 6,304
Source: Benson Y. Landis (ed.). Yearbook of American Churches (New York: National Council of the
Churches of Christ in the U. S. A., 1966), pp. 198-210.
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APPENDIX G
RATE OP GROWTH IN MEMBERSHIP
OP THE FREE METHODIST, WESLEYAN METHODIST,
AND PILGRIM HOLINESS CHURCHES
65,000
60,000
55,000
50,000
1+5,000
^0,000
35.000
30,000
25,000
20,000
15,000
10,000
�
e'
^ *�
00 o r-iiH cu c\J <M ro^r^j-^^ Lr^lr^vo^CT^a^o^c^^a^a^a^cr^<T^cna^c^^c^^cr^ c^a^c^
�l�i�jpJHrHrHpHrHrHrHiHrHr-lrHrHr-l
FREE METHODIST CHURCH Total membership.
United States and Canada, excluding min
isters in conference relation
WESLEYAN METHODIST CHURCH � Total member
ship. United States and Canada
PILGRIM HOLINESS CHURCH � Total membership.
United States
SOURCE: Minutes and Yearbooks of the Free Methodist
Church; Editor ^s Annual Statistical Reports
in The Wesleyan Methodist; History of the
Wesleyan Metho3!lst Church; Yearbook of American
Churches .
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The Pilgrim Holiness Church
and
The Wesleyan Methodist Church of America
present
The Basis for Merger and The Proposed Constitution for consideration by the General Con
ference of each denomination. The following statements and positions have been approved by
the Joint Commission on Merger, and have been reviewed by the two Boards of Administration.
Released on Apnl 23, 1966
THE BASIS FOR MERGER
I. Membership�Mutual Reception
At the time of merger each per
son shall enter into the united
church with the same member
ship status as he had in his church
before merger. This provision
shall also apply to those of min
isterial status.
� 11. The Discipline shall contain
three major divisions:
(1) The Constitution
(2) The Statutory Laws
(3) The Ritual
The Constitution is herewith pre
sented. The Statutory and Ritual
portions of the Discipline may be
. amended or changed by a major
ity vote of the uniting General
Conference and succeeding Gen
eral Conferences.
III.' There shall be provision for elec
tion of equal numbers of lay and
ministerial representatives in the
general and district conferences.
The method of lay and ministerial
representation shall be worked
out. �
V. There shall be a general secre
tary and a general treasurer for
the united church. These offices
may be combined. There shall be
various general departments as de-
terminea by the General Confer
ences, and the head of each will
be an executive oificer.
/. Upon the vote of approval of mer
ger by both denominations the
General Board of the Pilgrim Holi
ness Church and the Board of Ad
ministration of The Wesleyan
Methodist Church shall serve as
the planning and polity committee
for the uniting conference.
VI. Conference Boundaries.
I All district boundaries shall be
' left as they are for the present
(although this would, of course,
involve overlapping jurisdiction
; for awhile), with the encourage-
: ment of the merged group to work
out combinations which would be
as favorable as possible to the
work of the church in each lo
cality.
There would be denominational
and district committees to advise
and help districts and local
churches contemplating such com
binations. The realignment of
local church boundaries shall be
by mutual consent. When merger
of two or more churches is agreed
upon, final approval shall be by
the district or districts involved.
In dealing with overlapping or
duplication in district boundaries,
ultimate realignment shall be sub
ject to tlie action of the General
Conference and shall recognize,
insofar as is practicable, the ex
pressed will of the districts in
volved. When two or more dis
tricts are involved in merger, final
approval shall rest with the Gen
eral Board of Administration.
VII. College Control and Boundaries.
It is not the intention of the Joint
Commission to recommend any
scheme of reorganization and re
alignment of our existing educa
tional institutions that will in
volve the arbitrary elimination of
any one of them. As to the distri
bution of the districts into school
areas, for the time being each
district would remain in the school
area' of which it was a part
fore the merger. For the pre;
this would involve overlapj
territory, and the united dene
nation may see fit to continue
policy of overlapping territ
minimizing the element of con
tition through the offering
complementary programs in
various institutions. But the
nomination should encourage
development of combinat
which would be as favorable
possible to the work of
Church.
The ultimate reorganization of
school areas should be subjec
the action of the General Con
ence and should recognize ins
as is practicable, the expre:
will of the district involved,
provide an equitable division
the membership of the Chi
among the schools and
Church. The organization of ;
districts after merger and their
signment to a school area W(
be subject to the direction of
General Conference, or at its
rection to the General Boarc
Administration.
For better retention of ministi
talent the merged denomina
may well decide to retain
utilize certain institutions of B
college status and also to pr
cute an active campaign to di
its students in theological s
inary back into pastoral minist
The essential spiritual tone of
colleges and schools must b
prime consideration. Expan
shall not be encouraged to
extent that non-spiritual fac
members are required or a
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pondcrance of unsaved students
are added to the student body.
Emphasis shall be placed upon
spiritual values connected with
the maintenance of a program of
Christian education through the
church-related academy,
VIII. Legal Resolutions.
Ghost, bom of the Virgin Mary, very God
and very Man, suffered under Pontius
Pilate, was crucified, dead and buried�
to be a sacrifice, not only for original
guilt, but also for the actual sins of men,
and to reconcile us to God.
Mark 15; Luke 1:27, 31,35: John 1:14,18;
3:16-17: Acts 4:12; Rom. 5:10, 18; I Cor. 15:
3; II Cor. 5:18-19; Gal. 1:4; 2:20: 4:4-5; Eph.
5:2; I Tim. 1:15; Heb. 2:17; 7:27; 9:28; 10:
12; I Peter 2:24; I John 2:2; 4:14.
THE CONSTITUTION in. The Holy Ghost
Preamble
� 1[ 10. In order that we may wisely
preserve and pass on to posterity the
heritage of doctrine and principles of
Christian living transmitted to us as
evangelicals in the Arminian-Wesleyan
tradition, and to insure church order by
sound principles of ecclesiastical polity,
and to prepare the way for more eflective
cooperation with other branches of the
church of Christ in all that makes for the
advancement of God's kingdom among
men, we, the ministers and lay members
of The Wesleyan Church meeting in of
ficial assemblies, do hereby ordain, estab
lish, and set forth as the fundamental
law, or constitution, of The Wesleyan
Church the articles of religion, rules of
Christian living, privileges and conditions
of church membership, and articles of
organization and government, here fol
lowing:
Article I. Name
f 11. The name of this communion
is The Wesleyan Church.
Article II. Articles of Religion
L Faith in the Holy Trinity
f 12. There is but one living and
true God, everlasting, of infinite power,
wisdom, and goodness; the Maker and
Preserver of all things, visible and in
visible. And in unity of this Godhead
there are three persons of one substance,
power, and etemity-the Father, the
Son
(the Word), and the Holy Ghost.
Gen. l:l: 17:1: Ex. 3:13-15; 33:20; Deut.
fi-il- Pr 90-2- 104:24: Isa. 9:6; Jer. 10.10,
John "^1^-2^^:24; 5:18;^ \S--<l%?[r '^'V
Acts 5:3-4; Rom. 16:27; rCor. 8:4. 6; 11 Co^.
13:14: Eph. 2:18; Phil. 2:6; Col. 1:16; I
Tim
1:17; I iohn 5:f, 20; Rev. 19:13.
n. The Son of God
H 13. Jesus Christ, the only begotten
Son of God, was conceived by the Holy
� The paragraphs are numbered to eofrespond
with .imllar paraoraph. In fhe 1963 Discipline
of The Wesleyan Methodist Church.
f 15. The -Holy Ghost proceeding
from the Father and the Son is of one
substance, majesty, and glory with the
Father and the Son, very and eternal
God.
Job 33:4; Matt. 28:19; John 4:24-26; Acts 5:
3-4; Rom. 8:9; II Cor. 3:17; Gal. 4:6.
IV. The Resurrection of Christ
tf 14. Christ did truly rise again
from the dead, taking His body with all
things appertaining to the perfection of
man s nature, wherewith He ascended
into heaven, and there sitteth until He
returns to judge all men at the last day.
Ps. 16:8-10; Matt. 27:62-66; 28:5-9,16-17;
Mark 16:6-7, 12; Luke 24:4-8, 23; John 20:26-
29; 21; Acts 1:2: 2:24-31: 10:40; Rom. 8:34;
14:9-10; I Cor. 15:6, 14; Heb. 13:20.
v. The Sufficiency and Full Authority
of the Holy Scriptures for Salvation
If 16. The Holy Scriptures contain all
things necessary to salvation; so that
whatsoever is not read therein, nor may
be proved thereby, is not to be required
of any man, that it should be believed
as an article of faith, or be thought
requisite or necessary to salvation. We
do understand the books of the Old and
New Testaments to constitute the Holy
Scriptures. These Scriptures we hold
to be the inspired and infallibly written
Word of God, fully inerrant in their orig
inal manuscripts and superior to all hu
man authority.
The canonical books of the Old Tes
tament are:
Genesis, Exodus, Leviticus, Numbers,
Deuteronomy, Joshua, Judges, Ruth, I
Samuel, II Samuel, I Kings, II Kings, I
Chronicles, II Chronicles, Ezra, Nehe-
miah, Esther, Job, Psalms, Proverbs, Ec-
clcsiastes. The Song of Solomon, Isaiah,
Jeremiah, Lamentations, Ezekiel, Daniel,
Hosea, Joel, Amos, Obadiah, Jonah, Mi-
cah, Nahum, Habakkuk, Zephaniah, Hag-
gai, Zechariah, and Malachi.
The canonical books of the New Tes
tament are:
Matthew, Mark, Luke, John, Acts, Ro
mans, I Corinthians, II Corinthians, Ga-
latians, Ephesians, Philippians, Colos-
sians, I Thessalonians, II Thessalonians, I
Timothy, II Timothy, Titus, Philemon,
Hebrews, James, I Peter, II Peter, I John,
II John, III John, Jude, and Revelai
Pa. 19:7; Luke 24:27; John 17:17; Acti
2. 11; Rom. 1�2; 15:4; 16:26; Gal. 1:
Thess. 2:13; 11 Tim. 3:15-17; Heb.
James 1:21; I Peter 1:23; II Peter 1:1
Rev. 22:14,19.
VI. The Old Testament
f 17. The Old Testament is not
trary to the New; for both in the
and New Testaments everlasting lil
offered to mankind through Christ,
is the only Mediator between God
man. Wherefore they are not to
heard, who feign that the old fathers
look only for transitory promises.
though the law given from God by M
as touching ceremonies and rites,
not bind Christians, nor ought the
precepts thereof of necessity be rece
in any commonwealth, yet notwithst
ing no Christian whatsoever is free ;
the obedience of the commandn
which are called moral.
Matt. 5:17-19; 22:37-40; Luke 24:2
John 1:45; 5:46; Rom. 15:8; II Cor.
Eph. 2:15-16; I Tim. 2:5; Heb. 10:1; 1
I John 2:3-7.
VII. Relative Duties
f 18. Those two great comm
ments which require us to love the
our God with all the heart, and
neighbors as ourselves, contain the
of the divine law as it is revealed ii
Scriptures: they are the measure
perfect rule of human duty, as wel
the ordering and directing of fan
and nations, and all other social be
as for individual acts, by which w<
required to acknowledge God as
only Supreme Ruler, and all men as
ated by Him, equal in all natural r
Wherefore all men are bound so to i
all their individual and social and
litical acts as to render to God t
and absolute obedience, and to secu
all men the enjoyment of every ns
right, as well as to promote the grt
happiness of each in the possessior
exercise of such rights.
Lev. 19:18, 34; Deut. 1:15, 17; H San
3; Job 29:16; 31:13-14; Jer. 21:12; 22:3;
5:44-47; 7:12; Luke 6:27-29,35; John
35; Acts 10:34-35; 17:26; Rom. 12:9; 1
8,10; Gal. 5:14; 6:10; James 2:8; I
2:17; I John 2:5; 4:12-13; H John 6;
VIIL Original or Birth Sin
f 19. Original sin standeth not i
following of Adam (as the Pelagia
vainly talk), but it is the corrupti-
the nature of every man, that nat
is engendered of the offspring of /
whereby man is very far gone from
inal righteousness, and of his ow
ture inclined to evil, and that c
ually.
Gen. 8:21; Ps. 51:5: Jer. 17:9; Mart
23; Rom. 3:10-12; 5:12,18-19; Eph. 2:1.
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IX. The Atonement
U 29. The offering of Christ, once
m.ade, through His sufferings and meri
torious death on the cross, is that perfect
redemption and propitiation for the sins
of the whole world, both original and ac
tual. There is none other ground of sal
vation from sin but that alone. This
atonement is sufficient for every indi
vidual of Adam's race, and is graciously
efficacious to the salvation of the irre
sponsible from birth, or to the righteous
who liave become irresponsible, and to
the children in innocency, but is effica
cious to the salvation of those who reach
the age of responsibility only when they
repent and believe.
Luke a4:4&47; John 3:16; Acts 3:18; 4:12;
Rom. 5:8-11, 18-19; 8:34; Gal. 2:16; 3:2-3; Eph.
1:7; 2:13.16; I Cor. 6:11; 15:22; I Tim. 2:
S-6; Heb. 7:23-27; 9:11-15.24-28; 10:14.
X. Free Will
1[ 21. Man's creation in God-likeness
included ability to choose between right
and wrong. Thus man was made moral
ly responsible for his choices. The con
dition of man since the fall of Adam is
such that he cannot turn and prepare
himself, by his own natural strength and
good works to faith and calling upon
God. Wherefore we have no power to
do good works pleasant and acceptable
to God without the grace of God by
Christ working in us, that we may have
a good will, and working with us when
we have that good will. That the grace
of God through Jesus Christ is bestowed
upon all men, enabling all who will to
turn and be saved is clearly taught in
both the Old and New Testaments. It
is possible that one who is in possession
of the highest experience of grace may
fall from grace, for there is no such
height or strength of holiness from which
it is impossible to fall. But by the grace
of God one who has fallen into sin
may by true repentance and faith find
forgiveness and restoration.
Gen. 6:5; Deut. 30:19; Josh. 24:15; I Kings
20:40; Isa. 64:6; Luke 16:15; John 7:17; 15:
15; Heb. 11:16; I Tim. 2:5; Titus 3:5; I John
1:8; 2:1; Rev. 22:17.
XI. Justification of Man
^ 21. We are. accounted righteous be
fore God only for the merit of our Lord
and Saviour Jesus Christ, by faith, and
not for our ovra works or deservings.
Wherefore, that we are justified by faith
only is a most wholesome doctrine, and
very full of comfort.
Acts 13:38-39; 15:11: 16:31; Bom. 3:28; 4:
M; 6:1-2; Eph. 2:a-9; Phil; 3:8; Heb. U.
Xn. Good Works
IT 22. Although good works, which
are the fruit of faith and follow after
justification, cannot put .way our sins
and endure the severity of God's judg
ment, yet they are pleasing and accept
able to God in Christ, and spring out of
a true and lively faith, insomuch that by
them a lively faith may be as evidently
known as a tree is discerned by its fruit. ,
Matt. 5:16: 7:16-20; John 15:8; Rom. 3:20;
4:2,4,6; Gal. 2:16; Phil. 1:11; Titus 3:5;
James 2:18,22; I Peter 2:9,12.
XIII. Sin After Justification
Tf 23. Not every sin willfully com
mitted after justification is the sin against
the Holy Spirit and unpardonable (Matt.
12:31-32). Wherefore, the grant of re
pentance is not to be denied to such
as fall into sin after justification. After
we have received this grace, we may de
part therefrom and fall into sin, and
by the grace of God rise again and a-
mend our lives. Therefore, they are to
be condemned who say they can no
more sin as long as they live here, or
deny the place of forgiveness to such as
truly repent (Mai. 3:7; Matt. 18:21-22;
I John 1:9; 2:1).
XIV. Regeneration
If 24. Regeneration is that work of
the Holy Spirit by which the pardoned
sinner becomes a child of God; this work
is received through faith in Jesus Christ,
whereby the regenerate are delivered
from the power of sin which reigns over
all the unregenerate, so that they love
God and through grace serve Him with
the will and affections of the heart�re
ceiving "the Spirit of adoption, whereby
we cry, Abba, Father."
John 1:12-13; 3:3,5; Rom. 8:15.17; Gal. 3:
26; 4:5,7; Eph. 1:5; 2:5,19; 4:24; CoL 3:10;
Titus 3:5; James 1:18; I Peter 1:3-4; II Peter
1:4; I John 3:1.
XV. Entire Sanctification
f 25. Inward, sanctification begins
the moment one is justified. From that
moment until a believer is entirely sanc
tified, he grows daily in grace and grad
ually dies to sin. Entire sanctification is
effected by the Baptism of the Holy
Spirit which cleanses the heart of the
child of God from all inbred sin through
faith in Jesus Christ. It is subsequent
to regeneration and is wrought instan
taneously when the believer presents
himself a living sacrifice, holy and ac
ceptable to God, and is thus enabled
through His grace to love God with all
the heart and to walk in all His holy
commandments blameless. The crisis of
cleansing is preceded and followed by
growth in grace and the knowledge of
our Lord and Saviour Jesus Christ.
When man is fully cleansed from all sin
he is endued with the power of the
Holy Spirit for the accomplishment of
all to which he is called. The ensuing
life of holiness is maintained by a
tinuing faith in the sanctifying b
of Christ, and is evidenced oy an
dient life.
Gen. 17:1; Deut. 30:6; Ps. 130:8; Ezek
25-29: Matt. 5:48; Luke 1:74-75; 3:16-17;
49; John 17:2-23; Acts 1:5,8; 2:1-4; 1!
Rom. 8:3-4; 11:26; 15:16; I Cor. 6:11; 1
Eph. 4:13,24; 5:25-27; Phil. 2:5,7; Col.
I Thess. 3:10; 4:3,7; 5:23; II Thess. 2:1
Tim. 3:17; Titus 2:12; Heb. 9:13-14; 10:1'
22: James 1:27; 4:8; I Peter 1:2, 10; II f
1:4; I John 1:7.9; 3:8-9; 4:17-18; Jude 24
XVI. The Gifts of the Spirit
f � The Gift of the Spirit is
Holy Spirit himself. He is to be des
more than the gifts of the Spirit, or
supernatural endowments which
Spirit in His wise counsel bestows i
individual members of the Churcl
enable them to properly fulfill I
function as members of the body
Christ. The gifts of the Spirit, althc
different from natural endowments, f
tion through them for the edificatioi
the whole Church. These gifts are ti
exercised in love under the administrs
of the Lord of the Church, not thrc
human volition. The relative valu�
the gifts of the Spirit is to be testec
their usefulness in the Church and
by the ecstasy produced in the i
receiving them.
Luke 11:13; 24:49: Acts 2:38-39; 10:4
Cor. 12:4,11,18,21-25,29-31; 13:1-13; �pl
11-16; Rom. 12:6-8.
XVII. The Sacraments
f 26. Sacraments ordained of C
are not only tokens of Christian
fession, but they are certain sign:
grace and God's good will toward
by which He doth work invisibly ir
and doth not only quicken but
strengthen and confirm our faith in 1
There are two sacraments ordaine
Christ our Lord in the Gospel: thi
to say. Baptism, and the Supper of
Lord.
Matt. 26:26-28 : 28:19; Mark 14:22-24; 1
2:28-29; 4:11; I Cor. 10:16; 11:23-26; Gal.
XVni. Baptism
If 27. B.iptism is not only a sig
profession and mark of difference wi
by Christians are distinguished from
ers who are not baptized, but it is
a sign of regeneration or new l
The baptism of young children is t
retained in the Church.
Adult persons and parents of
child to be baptized shall have the cl
of baptism by immersion, sprinklin]
pouring.
Num. 8:7; Isa. 52:15; Ezek. 35:25; Ma
13-17; Mark 1:10; 16:16; John 3:22,25;
Acts 2:38,41; 8:12,13-17; 9:18; 16:33;
19:5; John 3:22,26; 4:1-2: Acts 2:38,41;
13-17; 9:18; 16:33; 18:8; 19:5; 22:16; I Co
13; Gal. 3:27-29; CoU 2:11-12; Titus 3:i.
XIX. The Lord's Supper
H 28. The Supper of the Lord is
not only a sign of^ love that Christians
ought to have among themselves one to
another, but rather it is a Sacrament of
our redemption by Christ's death; inso
much that to such as rightly, worthily
and with faith receive the same, it is
made a medium through which God
doth communicate grace to the heart.
Luke 22:19-20; John 6:53,56; I Cor. 5:7-8;
10:3-4, 16; 11:28.
XX. The Church
H The Christian Church is the
entire body of believers in Jesus Christ.
The Founder and only Head of the
Church is Christ. It is composed of all
faithful believers in Christ, some of
whom have gone to be with the Lord
and others of whom remain on the earth,
having renounced the world, the flesh,
and the devil and are dedicated to the
work which Christ committed unto His
Church till He come. The Church is to
preach the pure Word of God and duly
administer the Sacraments according to
Christ's ordinance, in all those things
that are of necessity requisite to the
same.
A local church is a body of believers
formally organized on gospel principles
meeting regularly for the purposes of
worship, edification, instruction, and
evangelism.
The Wesleyan Church is a denomina
tion consisting of those members within
district conferences and local churches
who as members of the Body of Christ
hold the faith set forth in these Articles
and acknowledge the ecclesiastical au
thority of its governing body.
Matt. 16:18: 18:17; Acts 2:41-47; 7:38; 9:
31; 11:22; 12:5; 14:23; 15:22; 20:28; I Cor. 12:
28; 15:1; Eph. 1:22-23 ; 2:19-22; 3:9-10,21;
5:22-33; CoL 1:18, 24; I Tim. 3:15; Heb. 12:23;
James 5:14.
XXL The Second Coming of Christ
IT 31. The doctrine of the second
coming of Christ is a precious truth and
a glorious hope to the people of God.
The certainty of the personal and im
minent return of Christ is a powerful in
spiration to holy living and zealous ef
fort for the evangelization of the world.
We believe the Scriptures teach that at
His return He will cause the fulfillment
of all prophecies made concerning His
final and complete triumph over all evil.
Job 19:25-27; Dan. 12:1-4; Ps. 17:15; Isa.
11:1-12; Zech. 14:1-11; Matt. 24:1-51; 26:64;
Mark 13:26-37; Luke 17:26-37; 21:24-36; John
14:1-3; Acts 1:9-11; I Cor. 1:7-8; I Thess. 4:
13-18; Titus 2:11,14; Heb. 9:27-28; James 6:
7-8; n Peter 3:1-14; I John 3:2-3; Jude 14;
Rev. 1:7; 19:11-16; 22:6-7,12,20.
XXn. The Resurrection of the Dead
V 32. We hold the Scriptural state
ments concerning the resurrection of the
dead to be true and worthy of universal
acceptance. We believe the bodily res
urrection of Jesus Christ was a fact of
history and a miracle of supreme im
portance. We understand the manner of
the resurrection of mankind to be the
resurrection of the righteous dead, at
Christ's second coming, and the resur
rection of the wicked at a later time.
Resurrection will be the reuniting of soul
and body preparatory to final reward or
punishment.
Job 19:25-27; Ps. 17:15; Dan. 12:2; Matt.
22:30-32; 28:1-20; Luke 14:14; John 5:28-29;
Acts 23:6-8; Rom. 8:11; I Cor. 6:14; 14:1-58;
11 Cor. 4:14; 5:1-11; I Thess. 4:14-17; Rev.
20:4-6, 11-13.
XXIII. The Judgment of Mankipd
If 33. The Scriptures reveal God as
the Judge of all mankind and the acts of
His judgment to be based on , His om
niscience and eternal justice. His admin
istration of judgment will culminate in
the final meeting of mankind before His
throne of great majesty and power,
where records will be examined and
final rewards and punishments will be
administered.
Eccl. 12:14; Rom. 14:10-11; II Cor. 5:10;
Acts 17:31; Rom. 2:16; Matt. 10:15; Luke 11:
31-32; Acts 10:42; II Tim. 4:1; Heb. 9:27;
Matt. 25:31-46; Rev. 20:11-13; II Peter 3:7.
XXIV. Destiny
H � The Scriptures clearly teach
that there is a conscious, personal exist
ence after the death of the body. The
eternal destiny of man is determined by
God's grace and man's response, evi
denced inevitably by his moral character
which results from his personal and vo
litional choices and not from any arbi
trary decree of God. Heaven with its
eternal glory and blessedness of Christ's
presence is the final abode of those who
choose the salvation which God pro
vides through Jesus Christ. Hell with
its eternal misery and separation from
God is the final abode of those who
neglect this great salvation.
Dan. 12:2; Matt. 25:34-46: Mark. 9:44-48;
Luke 13:3; John 8:21,23; 14:3; II Cor. 5:6,
8, 10; Heb. 2:1-3; 9:27-28; 10:26-31.
Article III. General Rtn.ES
jf 34. It is expected of those who are
admitted to our churches that they should
continue to evidence their desire for sal
vation: First by doing good, by being
merciful after their power; as they have
opportunity, doing good of every pos
sible sort, and as far as possible to all
men, especially to them that are of the
household of faith.
To their bodies, of the ability which
God giveth, by giving food to the hungry,
by clothing the naked, by visiting or
helping them that are sick or in prison.
To their souls, by instructing, reprov-
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ing, or exhorting them in love wit
possible diligence, that the gospel bblamed. By running with patienot
race which is set before them, dei
themselves, and taking up their
daily; submitting to bear the reproa^
Christ.
f 35. It is expected of all wh(
admitted to our churches that
should further evidence their desir
salvation by continuing:
To reverence the name of Deity a
observe the Lord's Day by divine
ship and spiritual edification; an
avoid all unnecessary commerce, h
travels, and pleasures, which do not
tribute to the moral and spiritual
of this Day.
To abstain from the manufacture,
and use of alcoholic beverages an
harmful drugs.
To abstain from the cultivation, n
facture, sale, and use of tobacco.
To respect the inherent indiv
rights of all persons regardless of
color, or sex.
To walk circumspectly in the'wor
be just in all transactions; to be fa;
in all commitments; to contract ol
tions only with due care to fulfill I
To respect all duly constituted au
ity in the home, the church, anc
state; except when to do so violate
clear teachings of the Scriptures.
To strive together for the adv
ment of God's kingdom and for the
tual edification of fellow believer
holiness, knowledge, and love; to
together in Christian fellowship, in
fulness, giving and receiving admoi
with meekness and affection; to pra;
for the other; to aid one another in
ness and distress; to cultivate Chr
sympathy and to demonstrate p
charity, and courtesy in all mann
conversation.
To dress so as to adorn the gosj
the spirit of I Peter 3:3-4, and I Tin
2:9-10, giving clear testimony to (
tian purity and modesty by pre
clothing the body and refraining
superfluous adornment.
To recognize our responsibility to
and the Church by careful use o
time; to engage only in such act!
as may contribute to our spiritual, n
intellectual, and physical well-beinj
that of those who share in them
3:17).
To make wise use of our materi;
sources, ever mindful of our oblij
to Christ's Church and the needs c
fellow men; exercising strict self-
pline in person.il indulgences and
onstrating Christi.-in liberality tc
those whose distress we may help
leviate, thus laying up treasure in hi
(Miitt. 6:19-21).
To preserve the sanctity of the
by honoring Christ in every pha
family life; to encourage the nurtur
education of our children in the (
tian faith so as to bring them eai
Proposed Constlti
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the saving knowledge of Christ, and to
encourage by all possible means their
Christian education.
To abstain from membership in secret
societies and lodges which are oath-
bound, believing that the quasi-religious
nature of such organizations divides the
Christian's loyalty, and their secret na
ture contravenes the Christian's open wit
ness (John 18:20); and the secret nature
of their oaths is repugnant to the Chris
tian conscience (Matt. 5:34-36; James
5:12). [These prohibitions do not restrict
membership in labor, civic, or other or
ganizations which do not contradict loyal
ty to Christ and the Church. When in
these relationships Christian principles
are violated memoers shall be dealt with
because of such violations and not be
cause of the membership itself.]
To grow in the knowledge and love
of God by attending upon all the means
of grace, such as the public worship of
God; the ministry of the Word either
read or expounded; the Supper of the
Lord; family and private prayer; search
ing the Scriptures; and fasting or absti
nence.
To observe the teachings of Scripture
regarding marriage and divorce. We
regard adultery as the only justifiable
cause for divorce. In the case of a
divorce for such cause the innocent party
may marry again; but the guilty party
has by his or her act forfeited member
ship in the. church. In the case of divorce
for other cause neither party shall be
permitted to marry again during the life
time of the other, and violation of this
law shall be punished by expulsion from
the church (Matt. 5:32; Mark 10:11-12).
In the carrying out of these principles,
guilt shall be established in accordance
with judicial procedures set forth in the
Discipline.
These are the General Rules of our
Church. We believe all these to be con
sistent with the principles of Christ as
taught in the Word of God, which is the
only and sufficient rule both of our faith
and practice. If any among us do not
observe them and habitually break any
of them we will admonish him with char
ity of the error of his ways and will
bear with him for a season. But if then
he repent not, he shall have no . more
place among us.
Article IV. .Elementahy Phinciples
If 42. Christ is the only Head of the
Church, and the Word of God the only
rule of faith and conduct.
IT 43. No person who loves the Lord
Jesus Christ, and obeys the gospel of
God our Saviour, ought to be deprived
of church membership.
If 44, Every man has an inalienable
right to private judgment in matters of
religion, and an equal right to express his
opinion in any way which will not violate
the laws of God or the rights of his fel
low man.
f 45. All church trials should be
conducted on gospel principles only; and
no minister or member should be ex- .
communicated except for immorality, the
propagation of unchristian doctrines, or
for neglect of duties enjoined by the
Word of God.
f 46. The pastoral or ministerial of
fice and duties are of divine appoint
ments, and all elders in the church of
God are equal; but ministers are for
bidden to be lords over God's heritage,
or to have dominion over the faith of
the saints.
Tf 47. The Church has a right to form
and enforce such rules and regulations
only as are in accordance with the Holy
Scriptures, and may be necessary or have
a tendency to carry into effect the great
system of practical Christianity.
If 48. Whatever power may be neces
sary to the formation of rules and regu
lations is inherent in the ministers and
members of the Church; but so much of
that power may be delegated from time
to time, upon a plan of representation,
as they may judge necessary and proper.
If 49. It is the duty of all ministers
and members of the Church to maintain
godliness and oppose all moral evil.
Tf 52. The conditions of full member
ship are:
(1) Confession of a personal experi
ence in regeneration, and a pledge to
seek diligently until sanctified wholly if
that grace has not been obtained.
(2) Christian baptism.
(3) Acceptance of the Articles of Re
ligion, the General Rules, the Elemen
Principles, and the authority of the
ciplinc in matters of church govemn
(4) A covenant to support
Church, to live in fellowship with
members thereof, and to seek God's f
in all things.
(5) The approving vote of a maji
of the memb.ers of the receiving ch
who are present and voting, unless
church by vote shall delegate this i
to the church board, provided that v
objections are urged against the re
tion of a member, it shall require a
of three-fourths of those present
voting to receive.
It 53. The rights of full member
are:
(1) The fellowship of the saints
the encouragement, admonition, and ;
itual guidance of the ministry.
(2) The access to the sacraments
ordinances of the church.
(3) The right to vote and the
gibility to hold any office for whic
person in full membership is eligibl
not under discipline.
(4) The right to trial and appei
charged with failure to maintain the
ditions of membership, with the spe
provision that joining another relij
body shall of itself sever membershi
the church.
Tf 55. The General Conference
from time to time enact provision;
the training, qualification, and on
tion of the ministry. Every WesI
minister must be a member of i
Wesleyan church, and each elder
be a member of a district. An eld
a minister of the gospel fully invi
with all the functions of the Chri
ministry.
Tf 50. It is obligatory upon ministers
of the gospel to be faithful in the - dis
charge of their pastoral and ministerial
duties, and it is also obligatory upon
the members to esteem ministers highly -
for their works' sake, and to render them
a righteous compensation for their labors.
Article V. Membership
Tf 51. The privileges and conditions
of full membership in the Church are
constitutional, and changes therein may
be made only by constitutional enact
ment. The General Conference may at its
own discretion establish categories of
membership other than full membership.
Nothing shall be included in the mem
bership ritual that is contrary to the fol
lowing definitions, conditions, and priv
ileges of membership.
(5) A member in good standing in
Wesleyan church is entitled to mem
ship privileges in any Wesleyan ch
to which he may wish to transfer
membership, subject to Tf 52 (5).
Tf 54. Church membership may
terminated only by one or more of
following:
(1) Voluntary withdrawal.
(2) Joining another religious bod
a secret order.
(3) Expulsion after proper trial
conviction.
(4) Persistent neglect of church
tionship as defined by the Discipline
Article VI. The Ministry
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f 56. The constitutional rights of
ministers in The Wesleyan Church if not
under discipline shall include the fol
lowing;
(1) To preach the gospel and in the
case of ordained elders to administer
baptism and the Lord's Supper, to perform all parts of divine worship, and to
solemnize the rite of matrimony.
(2) To be eligible, in the case of or
dained elders, for election to any office in
the church for which elders are eligible.
(3) To contract the pastoral relation
ship with local Wesleyan churches sub
ject to the other provisions of this con
stitution (subparagraph 6 below, and
paragraph 60, subparagraphs 1 and 2 be
low).
(4) To enjoy the use for religious
meetings of the church building or build
ings of the pastoral charge to which
he has been appointed by the district
conference.
(5) To serve his assigned pastoral
charge without interference by unauthor
ized activities of another minister of The
Wesleyan Church.
(6) To transfer in the manner pre
scribed by the Discipline from one dis
trict to another, subject to the concur
rence of the district superintendent and
the general superintendent of the area in
whose bounds the district to which he
seeks to transfer is located.
(7) To have recourse, even if under
discipline, to a proper court of jurisdic
tion in any matters involving complaint
against his character or ministerial con
duct and to appeal the decision of such
court.
Article VIL Organization and
Covehnment
H 57. Pastoral Charges. The mem
bers of the denomination shall be
grouped into local churches, one or
more of which shall constitute a pastoral
charge. The following are the constitu
tional rights of each pastoral charge:
(1) To receive and expel or discon
tinue members subject to the provisions
of the Discipline. This right vests sev
erally in each local church.
(2) To call its own pastor, subject
to confirmation by the district conference.
(3) To grant licenses to preach and
exhort, and take away the same.
(4) To recommend local preachers
and special workers to the annual confer
ence.
(5) To elect its own officers and to
remove the same for cause. No pastor
or other official has any right to appoint
an officer or declare an office vacant.
This right belongs to the church alone,
and vests severally in each local church.
(6) To elect trustees and through such
trustees to supervise, control, and main
tain its property for the use and benefit
of the ministry and members of The
Wesleyan Church and subject to its regulations and appointments as from time
to time legislated and declared. This
right vests severally in each local church.
(7) To be represented in the voting
membership of its district conference, if
not under discipline.
(8) To have recourse to a proper
court of jurisdiction in any matters of
controversy between itself and other lo
cal, or district, or general units or
agencies of the denomination. This right
vests severally in each local church.
� H 58. The District. The General
Conference shall organize the work at
large into districts, which shall operate
under its jurisdiction and promote the
interests of the denomination, whose vot
ing membership shall include the follow
ing: All elders on the stationed, reserve,
and superannuated lists; all licensed min
isters elected to elders' orders; all li
censed ministers serving as pastors of
organized Wesleyan churches; lay dele
gates elected by organized Wesleyan
churches as provided in the Discipline.
In addition the district conference shall
include such non-voting members as the
Discipline shall provide. The principle
of equal representation of the ministry
and the laity in the district conference
shall be maintained.
f 59. In transacting the business of
the district conference the ministers and
lay members shall deliberate as one body;
but on the final vote on any question,
at the call of one-fourth of the members,
the house shall divide, and the ministers
and lay members shall vote separately;
and it shall require a majority vote of
each branch to pass any question upon
which the division has been called.
U 60. The constitutional rights of
each district shall include the following:
(1) The right to take charge of all
the ministers and churches within its
bounds, as modified byf 69 (3) (e) [ex
cept such of the general officers of the
church as the General Conference shall
define who shall be amenable to the
General Board of Administration for
their official conduct and to their dis
tricts for their moral character, and ex
cept the district superintendent who shall
be amenable both to the district and to
the General Board of Administration],
and subject to the right of the ministers
and churches to enter into pastoral en
gagements for one year from the next
session of the district conference, or to
contract the pastoral relationship at any
time during the interval of the disi
conference when this does not inten
any arrangement which was sanctio
by the district conference at its prev
session.
(2) To alter the agreement entc
into by any pastor and charge, or ^
the action of the church and app
another pastor on said charge - whei
deems this to be for the best interesi
the charge or pastor involved or w
the general interest of the work of
district would be better served by s
change; and the said church or cha
shall receive the pastor appointed by
district conference, provided that
such alteration of a previous arrar
ment between a pastor and church si
be separately reported and passed
vote of the district conference to be
fective.
(3) To elect and ordain elders, ;
to receive elders from other denomi
tions subject to the restrictions of
Discipline.
(4) To receive or decline local prea
ers and special workers recommended
it by the pastoral charges within
bounds.
(5) To organize and receive lo
churches within the boundaries of
territory assigned to it by the Gen�
Conference, and to fix the boundaries
its circuits and stations.
(6) To take such actions and ad-
such rules as it shall judge necess
to promote the interests and prospei
of the church and to amend or resc
the same, provided it shall not add
or take from any provision of the con
tution or of the Discipline, and provic
further that if three members of a c
trict shall take exception to its act
on the ground that it violates this
striction, they may make an appeal the
from through the channels prescribed
the Discipline.
(7) To elect its own officers as o
lined in the Discipline and to disrr
'
them for cause.
(8) To elect in the manner prescril
by the Discipline its own board of tr
tees and through them to receive, he
encumber, and dispose of all disti
property within the bounds of the c
trict, including local property held
the district, according to the provisic
of the Discipline and the l.iws of I
state. All properties held by the disti
shall be held in trust for the use a
benefit of the ministry and members
The Wesleyan Church and subject to
regulations and appointments as fn
time to time legislated and declared.
(9) To be represented in the lay a
ministerial voting membership of t
General Conference, if not under c
cipline.
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(10) To have recourse to a proper
court of jurisdiction in any matters of
controvcrsv bctYkfeen itself and other dis
trict, local, or general units or agen
cies of the denomination.
f 61. General Conference Member
ship. The General Conference shall be
composed of an equal number of elders
and laymen elected by the several dis
tricts, and each district superintendent
and a lay delegate elected on his behalf;
and of such General Conference officials
as the General Conference may establish
by legislation, provided that it shall at
the same time enact provisions to secure
such further representation as shall be
necessary to continue the principle of
equal lay and ministerial membership.
If 62. General Conference Delegates.
(1) Each district, if not under dis
cipline, shall be entitled to send one
elder and one layman as delegates to the
General Conference and additional min
isterial and lay delegates according to
membership on a basis of representation
to be fixed by the General Conference.
(2) The delegates shall be elected by
ballot. The ministerial delegates must be
elders, and at the time of their election,
as also at the time of General Confer
ence, must be members of the district
which elected them.
(3) The lay delegates shall be chosen
from the members of the church in full
relation within the bounds of the district
they represent, and at the time of the
General Conference they must be mem
bers of a church within the bounds of the
district which elected them.
f 63. General Conference Sessions.
(1) The General Conference shall
meet quadrennially on a date specified
by the Discipline and at such place as
shall have been determined by the pre
ceding General Conference. However, in
case of emergency the General Board of
Administration shall have power to
change both time and place of the Gen
eral Conference.
(2) The president or other elected
officer of the General Conference when
ever two-thirds of the districts shall re
quest it, or ,the General Board of Ad
ministration, by -such vote as the Gen
eral Conference shall determine, shall
call an extra session of the General Con
ference, fixing the place thereof and the
time of assembling later than the next
session of each district conference.
Tf 64. General Conference Presidency.
The various sittings of the General Con
ference shall be presided over by the
general superintendents in such order as
these may determine; but in case no
general superintendent be present, the
General Conference shall elect by ballot
an elder as president pro tem.
If 65. Other officers. The General
Conference shall elect by ballot a secre
tary and such other officers as it shall de
cide upon. �
Tf 67. General Conference Quorum.
At all times when the General Confer
ence is in session, it shall require a ma
jority of all the delegates elected by the
districts to form a quorum
� to do busi
ness, but a smaller number may ad
journ from time to time, until a quorum
is obtained.
Tf 68. General Conference Voting.
The ministers and lay members shall de
liberate in the sessions of the General
Conference as one body, but upon the
final vote on any question except pro-
� posed amendments to the constitution, on
a call of one-fourth of the members, the
house shall divide and ministers and
lay members shall vote separately; and
it shall require a majority vote of each
branch to pass any question upon which
the division has been called.
f 66. General Board of Administra
tion,
(1) There shall be a General Board
of Administration to carry out the will
of the General Conference during the
quadrennium. Such Board shall be com
posed of the general superintendent(s)
and such other general officers as shall be
elected by the General Conference . to
gether with an equal number of elders
and laymen chosen by the General Con
ference to represent equitably the sev
eral administrative areas of the Church.
The number of such representative mem
bers shall be determined by the action
of the General Conference.
(2) The General Board of Administra
tion is the chief governing body of the
Church in the interim of the General
Conferences, and as such is empowered
to perfect all plans necessary to the per
formances of its duties; it shall consti
tute or create the basic board of con
trol of each and all of the Wesleyan so
cieties and institutions now incorporat
ed or hereafter incorporated under the
laws of any state of the United States
or of any province of Canada or under
any other jurisdiction where such is per
mitted by the laws of said jurisdiction.
Tf The General Superintendency.
(1) The General Conference shall
elect by ballot from among the elders
one or more general superintendents,
who shall be considered as the general
spiritual and administrative leaders of
the Church.
(2) They shall be elected for a four-
year term of office to begin on the date
determined by the General Conference
(3) The general superintendents sh,
preside over the sittings of the Genei
Conference and over the district confc
enccs assigned to their supervision.
the district conference over which a ge
eral superintendent is presiding, the d
trict superintendent shall serve by bei
seated at the presiding officer's table
advise and assist in the chairmanship.
the event a general superintendent
unable to be present at a district co
ference to serve as chairman, it is t
duty of the district superintendent to pi
side or to take the responsibility for t
same unless the district conference i
vites the general representative to pt
form these duties.
(4) Further duties of the general s
perintendent(s) shall be defined by t
General Conference.
Article VIII. Powers and Restbictio
OF The General Conference
Tf 69. (1) The General Conferen
.shall have power to designate a criteri
for parliamentary procedure for itself a,
for the other bodies of The Wesley
Church.
(2) The General Conference sh
have full power to elect its officers a
the general officials of the Church a
to define their duties and responsibiliti
and these general officers so designat
together with the district superintendei
shall be amenable to the General Boa
of Administration for their official duti
(3) It shall make and administer ru
and regulations for The Wesleyan Chui
subject to the constitution and the f
lowing restrictions;
(a) It shall not have power to :
voke, alter, or change our Articles
Religion, Elementary Principles, or a
General Rule or the conditions
membership, or to establish any stai
ards of doctrine contrary to our pr
ent existing and established standai
of doctrine.
(b) It shall not change or al
any part or rule of our govemme
so as to destroy the principle of eqi
representation of ministers and layir
in the representative bodies of t
Church; or to do awjiy with the rij
of each General Conference to elect
own officers, or the mainten.mce of
itinerant ministry.
(c) It shall m.-ike no rule that sh
deny any church the right to recei
discontinue, or expel its own memb
subject to their right of appeal; or
elect sind remove its ovy-n officers;
that shall deny to the district conf
ence the final disposition of all paste
arrangements, except those districts
which the General Conference or
General Board of Administration 1
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transferred the supervision to a related
executive secretary or a general super
intendent, or that shall deny to preach
ers and churches initial negotiations
concerning the same.
(d) It shall make no rule that will
discriminate against any member or
minister on account of ancestry or
color. This shall not be interpreted to
encourage racial intermarriage.
(e) It shall make no rule that will
interfere with the supervision of estab
lished districts (in distinction from mis
sion districts) over the ministers and
churches within their bounds, unless
said district (or districts) is under dis
cipline.
(f) It shall not have the power to
deprive any members or minister of
the right of trial by an impartial com
mittee, or of the right of appeal.
Article IX. The Supreme Judiciary
H 70. There shall be a judicial coirn-
cil to be known as the Board of Review
whose number of members, qualifications,
terms of office, and method of election
shall be determined by the General Gon-
ference.
H 71. The Board of Review shall
have authority:
(1) To determine the constitutionahty
of any act of the General Conference
upon appeal of the general superintend
ents, or one-fifth of the members of the
General Conference.
(2) To hear and determine any ap- .
peal from the decisions of the general
superintendents as to the constitution
ality of an action by a district or upon
a point of Church l.iw.
(3) To hear and determine the legal
ity of any action by any general Church
board upon .ippeal of one-third the mem
bers thereof, or by request of the gen
eral superintendents.
(4) To settle questions in dispute be
tween districts upon appeal by a two-
thirds vote of a district that claims it
has a grievance against another district.
(5) To determine the validity of any
complaints against books used in the
course of study or in our schools.
(6) To settle and determine the
gality of issues arising between a c
trict and the General Conference.
f 72. A decision of the Board
Review shall be final unless the Gene
Conference votes to overrule the sa
by a two-thirds vote of those pres-
and voting.
Article X. Amendments to the
CoNSTrruTiON
f 73. Upon the recommendation
a two-thirds vote of all members of
several district conferences who
present and vote on a proposed chai
of any matter involving the constituti
the next ensuing General Conferer
may by a two-thirds vote ratify the sa
and it shall become constitutional li
Also, when the General Conference si
originate and recommend by a two-thi
vote any such change, as soon as
members of the several' district conl
ences present and voting shall have c
curred by a two-thirds plurality,
same shall be declared constitutio
law.
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MAMIFESTQ AND GOi\IST!TOT!OM
of tiiG SmBty For Be PresGruatsosii
Priri^it�!/e Wssieya^ii R/'^eiiEiodiSE^i
A MANIFESTO. . .
The apostle Paul writing to the young Elder
Timothy In II Timothy 3:1 says, "This know also,
that In the last days perilous times shall come."
We believe these days we arc now living are
those described by the Apostle In this Epistle
and that no other time in history has ever more
fully fulfilled these words than the present
day. We also recognize the greatest peril to be
that of losing our own souls and the souls In
trusted into our care, for whom we must give an
account, (Hebrews 13:17), therefore we feel we
must save ourselves from this untoward genera
tion and any or all who Judge us must do so with
this consideration.
Seeing we are ministerial and lay members of the
Wesleyan Methodist Church wc shall circumscribe
our remarks to our relationship to her. The
following list of grievances will be our basis
for the action we feel pressed to take:
(1) We are unalterably opposed to and cannot co
operate with any further abridgments of our con
stitutional form of government. We consider the
relentless move to a centralized and arbitrary
character of government, that In our own histor
ical context was considered to be Justifiable
grounds for separation from the parent boeiy, as
reason for us to do so today.
(2) We shall not cooperate with any further at
tempts to abridge the Disciplines that charac
terized primitive Wesleyan Methodism, as stated
In the Wesleyan Kethodlst Discipline under Ar
ticles III, and IV, (General Rules and Special
Direction - especially related to these specific
areas:) (a) Adornment, the wearing of gold - to
be defined as including the wedding ring; (b)
Modesty of dress - especially-are our feelings
strong as these points relate to our missionar
ies who in general do not support or practice
these views.
(3) We are further .opposed to the arbitrary and
discriminatory use of power as demonstrated by
the action of the 1965 Ohio Conference Coir/nittee
of Character In demanding that several Elders be
censured for wilfully withholding, and advising
their churches to do the same, several budget
Items that they and their respective churches
felt to be not worthy of their support, and
sh�n consider any further action of the same to
be grounds to demand fu]) Judicial review.
(4) After repeated attempts to correct the open
practiced worldliness In our colleges and organ
ized non-disciplinary move away from the express
purpose of our schools, and unless corrective
measures are undertaken Immediately, we feel any
further support of these Institutions would In
volve us morally In their evil.
(5) Because of the four aforesaid complaints, we
recognize no common ground on which we can
trustingly expect fellowship and this we sorrow
fully admit has destroyed our collective effec
tiveness as a Conference for God, but we firmly
declare that fellowship will never be the altar
upon which we shall sacrifice our principles.
Here we stand - we cannot recant
Therefore, after serious thought and prayer,
after long periods of debate where the Issues
and consequences of these actions have been
carefully weighed In view of the great day of
judgment where the secrets of all hearts shall
be disclosed, we submit this statement rever- '
ently, discreetly, and In the fear of God, who
shall be our judge. We make no appeal to histo
ry to guarantee the lawfulness of these actions
but willingly submit to her tests. We do not
nake this statement in the heat of or immediate
ly following a conference but only after long
months of careful thought. Believing we have
duly considered the Issues and recognize the
responsibilities and serious obligations that
such a move thrusts upon us, and believing. In
the fear of God, we are prepared to enter Into
such, we humbly, advisedly, submit the following
statement of resolution.
This we submit� that we may wisely maintain. the
simplicity and spiritual nature of pure religion
as has been demonstrated in primitive Wesleyan
Methodism; and In order that we may pass on to
our posterity the great heritage of doctrine and
principles of Christian living transmitted to us
In the fundamental, evangelical, Wesleyan tradi
tion, and in order to Insure no further en
croachments Into those areas we specified in the
preamble, which we do believe to be conformed to
Scripture and primitive usage, and to prepare a
way for more concrete and effective fellowship
and association with like minded people, we the
undersigned do resolve:
THEREFORE TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN:
(1) Be It resolved that a society be formed and
If need be for the preservation of such that
this society be Incorporated under the limit*-
tions and laws of the State.
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(2) - and that the name of such society be: The
Society foe the Preservation of Primitive Wes
leyan Methodism.
(3) This 1s not necessarily to be Interpreted as
a declaration of withdrawal or severance from
the parent body, the Wesleyan Methodist Church
of America.
(4) - and that officers be elected at the 1st
called meeting and a constitution be considered.
(5) - and that a copy of this statement of reso
lution with our signatures affixed be sent to
the Conference President, Advisory Board, Vice
President. Second Vice President.
Samuel M. Miller
Edsel R. Trouten
Gene E. Stanley
William Dillon
Ralph Til ley
Oohn C. Woodward
Frank Oohnston
J. L. Collins
Sherman M. Burton
Kenneth Peyton
Coy R. McGlnnls
Paul Collins
George Gee
Carroll N. Miller
Richard H. Addison
Charles 0. Swltzer
James Hillman
L. Edward Colburn
Bernlce L. Woodward
William F. Wright
Delbert Fruth
David Neville
Robert Vermllyea
Irene Hanley
Oohn Headley
CONSTITUTION
In order that we may wisely maintain the sim
plicity and spiritual nature of pure religion as
has been demonstrated 1n primitive Wesleyan
Methodism; and in order that we may pass on to
our posterity the great heritage of doctrine and
principles of Christian living transmitted to us
In the fundamental, evangelical, Wesleyan tradi
tion, and to prepare a way for more concrete and
effective fellowship and association with like
minded people, we so unite In this Society.
ARTICLE I Name of Society
The name of this Society shall be: "The Society
for the Preservation of Primitive Wesleyan Meth
odism."
ARTICLE II Purpose of this Society
The purpose of this Society shall be to provide
for an association of Wesleyan Methodist minis
ters and their respective churches that they
might collectively, as a body, seek ways and
means to preserve the principles, practices, and
governmental usages that have been characterized
in Primitive Wesleyan Methodism.
ARTICLE III Membership
The condition of membership In this Society
shall be threefold: \. That each member shaU
be a minister and/or a regular attendant of a
Wesleyan Methodist Church. 2. And that each
member shall be In complete support of the Mani
festo and Its implications and who show such by
signing their names to a Manifesto to be kept on
file with the secretary of the Society. 3. And
that In the event that any member should for any
reason feel compelled to withdraw their names
from the Manifesto this action would constitute
a withdrawal of membership from the Society.
ARTICLE IV Officers
1. The officers of this society shall be: Chair
man, Vice-chairman, Secretary and Treasurer.
2. These officers shall be elected by this Soc
iety.
3. These officers shall constitute the Executive
Committee. ��
4. These officers shall be members of a local
Wesleyan Methodist Church.
5. These officers shall act as a committee to
prepare in depth a study to augment the protests
In the Manifesto.
6. The Executive Officers shall be the Trustees
of the corporation.
ARTICLE V Duties of Officers
1. The chairman shall preside at the meetings of
the Society and of the Executive Committee.
2. In the absence of the chairman the vice-
chairman shall fulfill these duties.
3. The secretary shall keep an accurate record
of the proceedings of this Society and each
meeting of the Executive Committee. He shall
further collect and retain In file all names of
members of each local Society.
4. The treasurer shall keep an accurate account
of all monies of the Society given to him and
shall keep in trust all funds for the Society,
paying out the same on order of the Executive
Committee.
ARTICLE VI Voting
The right to vote shall be guaranteed each co
operating church and minister. Each church
shall have two (2) votes, one ministerial and
one lay member. The lay member shall be ap
pointed by the pastor but In case a local Socie
ty Is organized they shall be elected by the lo
cal Society.
ARTICLE VII Committees
1, The Society shall have the right to elect all
committees they feel necessary to carry on the
work of said Society.
2. A committee of two (2) ministerial members
shall be elected by the Society who shall re
ceive and answer. If possible, for the Society
and Its respective members, any charges from the
Wesleyan Methodist Church of America as they re
late to the Society �nd its work.
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APPENDIX F
"ONE IN CHRIST"
EXCERPTS FROM THE PRESIDENTIAL ADDRESS BY DR. PAUL L. KINDSCHI TO THE
NINETY-EIGHTH CONVENTION OF THE NATIONAL HOLINESS ASSOCIATION,
DALLAS, TEXAS, APRIL 13, 1966
Scripture: John 17.
The first portion here, down to the eleventh verse, is stating his conviction to the
Father that they are Christians, they have believed, they do have eternal life, , .
o they are Christians,
Now he changes to a prayer or a petition. Starting with the eleventh
verse: "I am no more in the world. Holy Father, keep through thine own name
those whom thou hast given me, that they may be one as we are. " He's praying now
for a oneness to come to these people that are already individually in Christ . , . ,
This is all wrapped up, and all involved in sanctification, and in perfect-
n6SS e o o o
"That they all may be one.
" He's not praying for them to be one in Christ,
He's proven that to the Father in his earliest part of the prayer. He's stated his strong
declaration , , . , they are one in Christ and in the Father, But he's here now pray
ing for something additional to happen to them, "That they may be one"� that they
also, in addition to being Christians, in addition to being Christ's, that they also may
be one, together, as a body. In the twenty-second verse he repeats it again, "And
the glory which thou gavest me 1 have given them, that they may be one, even as.
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Father, we are oneo" I want them as oneo And then the twenty-third verse again,
he prays, "I in them and thou in me, that they may be made perfect in one." Why,
... if the normal, the natural interpretation that I've always heard of this� "Oh,
this means we're one in Christ, we're one in the Body, we're one in the true
Church"�why did Christ take all this time to plead with the Father and testify and
declare over and over, they were one in Christ, in God? But now he shifts in his
prayer for a final petition that they might be sanctified, they might receive the
Holy Spirit, and they may be one even as He and the Father are one in unity, even
in organic unity.
I believe this oneness that he's praying for is a wholeness, a unity, a visi
ble unity. Note this is interwoven constantly . . , with his teaching on sanctifica
tion, and being filled with the Holy Spirit,
Now I shift here from the conviction and the petition to the event. We see
they did attempt to do what Jesus prayed for here. They fumbled first, we find them
behind closed doors here in the nineteenth, twentieth, twenty-first chapters, but
finally we see them trying to carry out what Christ prayed the Father they would do.
And so we find them in Acts 2:1 coming together as one. "And when the day of
Pentecost was fully come, they were all with one accord in one place," Not one in
Christ; that's all settled: He's proven that. But finally the Church, those he's pray
ing for, we find them moving toward each other and their attempt to come together
in one accord and in one place . , . ,
Now let's notice not only the petition here, or the conviction, the petition,
and the attempt, but the fulfillment. In Acts 2:4, "And they were all filled with the
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Holy Ghosto" o � o A oneness�every one of them, that was involved in this
coming together on the day of Pentecost, were filled with the Holy Ghost, Note
the effect, now. Every man heard in his own tongue, in his own native language.
Eve ryone heard because those in Christ came together in one place in one accord.
They were all filled, and as a result there was an impact on the total world out
side , , , .
In Acts 5:1: "Thou hast not lied to men, but unto God." They broke the
oneness. They broke the physical oneness. You remember he went out and sold a
parcel of ground and brought part of it. He said, you haven't kidded anybody. You
haven't lied to anyone. The Wesleyans haven't cheated the Frees and the Frees
haven't cheated the Pilgrims and the Nazarenes and the Salvation Army. You're not
involved with each other, your brethren. What you have done by holding out is that
you've lied to God, And the judgment fell, because a oneness was being broken.
In I Corinthians 3:4, "While one saith I am of Paul, and another, I am of Appollos,
are ye then sanctified?" Are ye then the true holiness church for which I prayed?
While one saith, "I am of Paul," and another saith, "We're Appolosites," are ye not
carnal ?
I hasten to the lesson. Where are we today? Do we stand at Acts 2:1 or
do we stand at I Corinthians 3:4� "I am of Paul," and another, "I am of Appollos"?
Are ye not carnal ?
Possibly more pertinent than that� for that is a point for an altar call�may
be it'd be better to ask ourselves this question: In which direction are we moving?
Then I see a little light, and I'm more encouraged , , , ,
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Of all Christian people there is a special responsibility on those of us
who profess to emphasize sanctification and being filled with the Holy Spirit and a
perfect heart and life. We have a special responsibility. Don't let the ecumenical
movement scare you. Just as sure as you say there is the wrong and the counterfeit,
there has to be the genuine. And there is a true. Christian ecumenicity�a oneness
that Christ begged for and prayed for and sanctified himself for. And I say this is
all involved with the groups that sit right here in this ballroom in Dallas ....
When I was elected in 1954 to the full-time office of Executive Secretary
(it was called then) of the NHA, 1 said 1 didn't know whether they called me as a
mortician or a midwife, I didn't know whether grandma was dead or slipping fast
and they wanted someone to act as a mortician to give her last rites, or whether
Grandma was going to have a baby ....
In all seriousness, I believe grandma had a baby. Whether the baby will
live or not is the question that faces us now , , . ,
We are so much alike in the holiness movement. If you'll stop and analyze,
we must have a closer liaison and a closer connection with each other. You know,
through all the various backgrounds�and not all are Methodist in their backgrounds�
o , , it seems nothing short of the definite hand of God that we have remained so
close in so many ways , , , , We're so close in doctrine , , . . We're so close in
our motivation. , . . We're so close in standards, 1 hear it said, "Oh, Mr, Kind
schi, our standards, we're so different in our standards. " No, we are the same. We
abhor worldliness, and worldly trends. We hold a very high standard of conduct in
life .... We believe in a clean life . , , , Oh, there is some difference in.
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some variations, in details of proper personal conduct or convictions or modesty of
dress , . , � Because, you tell me what group you're from and I'll find all those
Variations within your own denomination that you point at in some other denomina
tion, I'll find all, the whole scope, the whole gamut, of extremes. In fact, you
tell me what district or conference of your denomination and I'll find it for you . . . .
We use all the same methods. We have revivals, camp meetings, Sunday
schools, youth programs, prayer meetings, prayer retreats, evangelism, missions,
printed word�we're alike!
Oh, while we're so nearly alike I pray God that we can, with eyes open,
enter in even into a fuller cooperative spirit. Am I going too far to say Jesus was
praying that God would motivate the disciples to come together? He didn't force
them. They had to make the decision themselves . . . .
My conviction is that we must fulfill Christ's prayer, "That they may be
one." I may not know how to bring it about. But I promise you this: I shall be near
i ^ � o o o
I don't know how it's going to be brought about. Somebody else is going to
have to find the way, but I promise you, you're going to hear about it, I'm going to
be near it. I'll try to be a voice. It's a conviction, it's a deep conviction ....
It's a deep conviction of mine that God wants us together, I will not accept
temporary defeat. There may be many, I'm a very patient man on some points , . . .
If it doesn't come one way, it'll come another. Thank God for the encouraging
signs ....
I believe God will get his church visibly together, 1 believe it must come�
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I believe it will comeo It may be in the next five to ten years, maybe fifteen
yearso If it doesn't come in my time that too is all right, but it'll come, I would
enjoy seeing it; I pray I might. But I don't have to in order to keep working for it.
The greatest encouraging thing to me is that we may be on the very verge of a
breakthrough ....
I say finally/ . o . we face a crisis hour in the holiness movement.
There's a new surge of interest in the work and experience of the Holy Ghost by
many not in the so-called holiness movement. We will either rise to the challenge
with a united front, take the wraps off, and turn our blessed truth of the Holy Spirit
loose, and expose it to hungry hearts, or ... in monk-like fashion become a self
ish, Pharisaical holiness society with orthodox doctrine but no love, no passion, or
power to promote God's kingdom in our generation. God's program will go on. He's
no respecter of persons. If we do not let him use us as wholesome, selfless channels,
he may well permit us to sit on the sidelines as critics, stroking our beards, examining
the shibboleths, while he goes on with revival and raises up others who can use the
same scriptures, humble themselves, tarry for, and receive the Holy Spirit of God.
I call, 1 call once more as a voice, I say again as an irritant: Holiness
people, let's unite I Every way we can. Let's arise and shake ourselves of suspicion,
and join hands, that we might march forward together as a might Holy Ghost-filled
army, giving scriptural holiness a united voice.
�Paul Lo Kindschi
